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Abstract 
 
This study is an exploration of voluntary-sector resettlement practice and the encouragement of the 
desistance process through resettlement work.  The author discusses how desistance theory ties in 
with resettlement practice.  This exploration is important because of the current political context of 
ƌesettleŵeŶt aŶd the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s pledge to ƌeǀiǀe the ƌehaďilitatiǀe ideal.  Thƌough this ƌeǀiǀal, the 
Government has focused their efforts towards resettlement support, both in custody and on release, 
with a view to supporting offenders to lead lives free from crime.  The voluntary-sector has been 
given an important role within this agenda and they have been encouraged to become major 
providers of resettlement services through Payment by Results contracts.  Therefore, this research 
aims to address how effectively voluntary-sector organisations can support desistance through 
resettlement. 
The authoƌ uses theŵatiĐ aŶalǇsis aŶd a deduĐtiǀe ͚top-doǁŶ͛ pƌoĐess to aŶalǇse a seƌies of in-depth 
interviews sourced from staff, volunteers and service-users of a voluntary-sector resettlement 
project.  The author analysed the data in accordance with the literature surrounding resettlement 
and desistance with particular emphasis on whether voluntary resettlement practice accords with 
desistance research and theory.  The author then uses those findings in order to shed light on the 
implications of the implementation of desistance in resettlement practice. 
The author concludes that voluntary-sector resettlement practice did not accord with desistance due 
to the incorrect utilisations of practices.  Underpinning this was a lack of understanding, on an 
organisational level, of desistance in resettlement work and it was found that this was either a 
possible consequence of, or made worse by, the traditional model of resettlement which voluntary-
sector organisations work within which, by their nature, militate against a desistance-based 
approach to resettlement.  The collective findings, therefore, led the author to question whether 
desistance theory and research is useful for voluntary-sector organisations to implement due to the 
complex nature of desistance and the difficulty in retrofitting it into traditional ways of voluntary-
sector workings.  Thus, these implications and findings provide a foundation for, and indicators of, 
future research into how resettlement services can support desistance through resettlement. 
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Introduction 
This research is about the voluntary-sector in the provision of ex-prisoner resettlement.  
Resettlement has been around for over one hundred years in different forms and guises (Raynor, 
2007) and it is currently undergoing another alteration in policy and practice.  The Coalition 
Government͛s ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt to a ͚ƌehaďilitatioŶ ƌeǀolutioŶ͛ has seeŶ ƌesettleŵeŶt ƌesuƌƌeĐted aŶd 
with it, a large-scale change in how resettlement services are provided along with a shift in the 
providers of these types of services (Home Office, 2003; MOJ, 2013).  Also, resettlement and 
rehabilitation policy has increasingly taken into account desistance research in a bid to see ex-
prisoners live crime-free lives (Clinks, 2013; MOJ, 2013; NOMS, 2013; Prison Reform Trust, 2012). 
Therefore, this research will look at the introduction of desistance in resettlement work, particularly 
in relation to short-term prisoners supported by voluntary-sector organisations.  Ultimately, it will 
look at whether voluntary-sector practice accords with desistance research and whether desistance 
theory is useful on a practical level, which makes this research particularly timely.    
Firstly, the complexity of resettlement and the existing literature surrounding resettlement and 
desistance in relation to successful practice will be explored.  Research questions will be drawn from 
areas of concern in existing research or areas that are particular points of interest.  The method of 
data collection and analysis will then be discussed along with ethical considerations.  Finally, the 
findings of this research will be discussed, the implications of the findings and recommendations for 
practice, along with reflections on the fieldwork and research process.  It is hoped that this research 
will contribute to a foundation for further research in exploring the position and utilisation of 
desistance in resettlement as resettlement enters a new era in terms of its promoted position within 
the Governments agenda to reduce reoffending.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Understanding Resettlement 
Firstly, it is important to define what resettlement is.  Unfortunately, this is a problem in itself as the 
only thing that is clear when trying to establish resettlement is that it is unclear (Hedderman, 2007; 
Raynor, 2007). Furthermore, it is not just academics or practitioners who find this to be an issue but 
those who receive resettlement support (Maruna, 2006). It is sensible to look to official documents 
for clear definitions; however these do nothing to provide clarity (Raynor, 2007). To give an example, 
the UK Association of Chief Officers of Probation define resettlement as: 
͞A sǇsteŵatiĐ aŶd eǀideŶĐe-based process by which actions are taken to work with the 
offender in custody and on release, so that communities are better protected from harm and 
re-offending is significantly reduced. It encompasses the totality of work with prisoners, their 
families and significant others in partnership with statutory and voluntary organisations͟ (Her 
MajestǇ͛s IŶspeĐtoƌate of PƌisoŶs, ϮϬϬϭ, pp. 12) 
This definition suggests that resettlement is everything and nothing and the only theory is that it has 
to involve things that work (Maruna, 2006). Similarly, The Ministry of Justice and the HM Prison 
Service define resettlement as:  
͞Resettlement is where prisoners and their families receive assistance and support from the 
Prisons and Probation Services, and voluntary agencies to help them prepare for life after 
prison. This includes advice about their entitlement to state benefits, training, education, 
ǁoƌk eǆpeƌieŶĐe aŶd pƌepaƌatioŶ foƌ ƌelease͟ ;MOJ, ϮϬϭϮ; oŶliŶeͿ.   
Similar to the previous definition it is broad, which could essentially include anything in practice.  
Theƌe is Ŷo speĐifiĐitǇ giǀeŶ to ǁhat is ŵeaŶt ďǇ ͞pƌepaƌatioŶ foƌ ƌelease͟ aŶd the oŶlǇ Đleaƌ aƌeas 
mentioned are the acknowledgment of welfare needs.   
Berinbaum (2009) suggests that problems with defining resettlement actually act as a barrier to 
resettlement itself.  The concern is that those who engage with resettlement services may not 
understand what resettlement is supposed to achieve or what they are engaging in (Berinbaum, 
2009; Maruna, 2006).  This also has implications for practitioners of resettlement, for example, do 
they know what they are supposed to be implementing when the policies and definitions regarding 
the issue are not clear?  
A reason for this confusion could be the historic changes in language and the shifting focus of work 
ǁith offeŶdeƌs oǀeƌ the deĐades.  What ǁe Ŷoǁ ƌegaƌd as ƌesettleŵeŶt has had diffeƌeŶt ͚offiĐial͛ 
names with different meanings over the last two centuries (Raynor, 2007).   In order to put the 
constant changes in terminology in their political context and to explain resettlement in its current 
political context, a brief history of resettlement is required. 
Teƌŵs suĐh as ͚DisĐhaƌged PƌisoŶeƌs Aid͛ aŶd ͚AfteƌĐaƌe͛ ǁeƌe used at a tiŵe ǁheŶ the caring 
connotations behind these words were deemed appropriate and this was before and during the 
1960s where there was still faith in the rehabilitative ideal  (Newburn, 2007; Raynor, 2007; 
Workman, 2009).  However, ͚AfteƌĐaƌe͛ eǀeŶtuallǇ ďeĐaŵe ͚ThƌoughĐaƌe͛ ǁheƌe the ǁelfare of 
prisoners became a low priority with the probation services shifting their focus towards risk-
ŵaŶageŵeŶt ;‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϳͿ. ͚ThƌoughĐaƌe͛ ǁas lateƌ ƌeplaĐed ǁith the teƌŵ ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt͛ 
seeŵiŶglǇ ďeĐause the teƌŵ ͚ThƌoughĐaƌe͛ ǁas too ĐloselǇ assoĐiated with the tolerance of crime 
and the caring services, thus ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt͛ ǁas adopted pƌeĐiselǇ ďeĐause of its laĐk of 
ĐoŶŶotatioŶs ;Hoŵe OffiĐe, ϭϵϵϴ; MaƌuŶa, ϮϬϬϲ; ‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  IŶ ϮϬϬϯ, ͚offeŶdeƌ ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛ 
was adopted in official discourse which stated that offenders needs were to be addressed because 
they were criminogenic and should therefore be acknowledged to reduce risk  (Home Office, 2003; 
Raynor, 2007). As we can see there was no emphasis to aid offenders for their own benefit but 
rather because their needs had now been identified to be conducive with offending behaviour. Also, 
during this time, Custody Plus was introduced under the Criminal Justice Act 2003 to meet the 
resettlement needs of short term prisoners through a period of supervision in the community for 
every person who served a short-term sentence (Criminal Justice Act, 2003; Raynor, 2007).  
However, Custody Plus was never implemented and was eventually repealed by the Coalition 
Government (Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act, 2012). 
Consequently, we are left with a number of terms that appear to have little meaning, the danger 
being that they run the risk of connoting different things to different audiences (Maruna, 2006).  
Hedderman (2007) agrees that while the term resettlement appears in government policy 
statements, regional action plans and academic papers, it is debatable as to whether we are all 
thinking the same thing. To some, resettlement refers to the services available to ex-prisoners on 
release but to others, it includes a sense of social reintegration and acceptance (Hedderman, 2007; 
McNeill, 2004).  
A souƌĐe of fuƌtheƌ ĐoŶfusioŶ is the sǇŶoŶǇŵous use of ͚ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ͛ aŶd ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt͛.  IŶ a 
doĐuŵeŶt ďǇ the MiŶistƌǇ of JustiĐe eŶtitled ͚‘esettleŵeŶt aŶd ‘eiŶtegƌatioŶ͛ ƌegaƌdiŶg the 
ƌesettleŵeŶt of ǇouŶg offeŶdeƌs, ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt͛ is used Ŷeǆt to ͚ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ͛ iŶ the title aŶd Ǉet 
ƌefeƌs to the pƌoĐess thƌoughout the doĐuŵeŶt as ͚ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ͛. 
͞The Đaƌe plaŶ ǁill alloǁ a dediĐated teaŵ to eǀaluate risk-assessed opportunities to assist in 
the ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ pƌoĐess……ďǇ keepiŶg theŵ aǁaƌe of theiƌ pƌogƌess aŶd suĐĐess to date 
aloŶg ǁith the taƌgets set foƌ theiƌ ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ…..FolloǁiŶg ƌelease iŶto the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ the 
residential support officer will help reintegration by attending, wherever possible, the first 
tƌaiŶiŶg plaŶ ƌeǀieǁ iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ͟ ;MOJ, ϮϬϭϮ; oŶliŶeͿ.   
It is important to clarify what reintegration is to avoid confusing it with resettlement in this research.  
Reintegration is defined as the social inclusion of a person in the community and, when offenders 
become productive parts of their community, they can be said to have been successfully 
reintegrated (Restorative Justice, 2013).  Reintegration is rooted in a number of theories such as 
labelling theory, learning theories and social control giving it a solid theoretical foundation which has 
influenced practices such as restorative justice (Hannem-Kish, 2005).  Resettlement, however, has no 
such theoretical foundation and a criticism of resettlement has been that it has no compelling 
narrative for how it works or what it does, therefore making resettlement and the aspects of 
resettlement a significant area of criminological study (Maruna, 2006).  While reintegration can offer 
some theoretical underpinning for resettlement they are not, and should not, be taken to mean the 
same thing.  We should regard resettlement as a process and that reintegration is an aspect of that 
process and not the process itself (Berrinbaum, 2009).  In other words, reintegration is a piece in the 
wider resettlement puzzle.  
It is not difficult to see how terminology exacerbates confusion felt by those wishing to understand 
what resettlement is and what it does.  However, the term used predominantly in official discourse 
is ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt͛ aŶd this teƌŵ ǁill ďe used foƌ the puƌpose of this ƌeseaƌĐh.  ͚‘eiŶtegƌatioŶ͛ will be 
used in order to describe an aspect of that process.  As for what resettlement means, Hedderman 
(2007) uses the term to refer to the social integration of ex-prisoners on release and to address their 
practical service needs, thus the term resettlement will be used in the same way in this research. 
The Problem of Resettlement and Short-Term Prisoners 
In England and Wales there are over 80,000 people in prisons at the time of writing and 7,004 of 
those prisoners are serving sentences of less than twelve months (The Howard League for Penal 
Reform, 2013).  Research suggests that, whilst this prisoner group form the largest proportion of 
offenders in the prison system and are at the highest risk of recidivism on release, they have the 
least done for them while in custody and have the most needs on release (HMIPP, 2001; Morgan, 
In recent years, the use of short-term sentences has been heavily criticised by politicians, the media 
and agencies (The Guardian News, 2011; Social Exclusion Unit, 2002).  Many have argued that short-
term sentences are detrimental to tackling reoffending as they make the situations of offenders 
worse as they may lose their accommodation, employment, and break relationships with families  
(Morgan, 2004; SEU, 2002). In response, there has been a new emphasis on resettlement services 
across England and Wales aimed at those who have served a short-teƌŵ seŶteŶĐe aŶd ͚ƌeǀolǀiŶg 
dooƌ͛ pƌisoŶeƌs ;‘eǀolǀiŶg Dooƌs AgeŶĐǇ, ϮϬϭϭͿ.  PoliĐies suĐh as ͚BƌeakiŶg the CǇĐle͛ taƌget these 
two prisoner groups which in many cases are synonymously linked (MOJ, 2011).  This policy aims to 
addƌess the ͚idleŶess͛ of pƌisoŶeƌs ďǇ eŶĐouƌagiŶg theŵ to uŶdeƌtake ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe aĐtiǀities duƌiŶg 
theiƌ seŶteŶĐe ;MOJ, ϮϬϭϭͿ.  Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁoƌds suĐh as ͚idle͛ do Ŷot fit ǁithiŶ ǁhat ǁe iŵagiŶe to ďe 
rehabilitation and support resettlement and this use of language hints at a wider problem in policy 
and the on-going debate surrounding the approach taken to reduce reoffending.     
Aims of Resettlement 
Official policy explains that the aims of resettlement are to reduce reoffending and increase public 
protection (Home Office, 2004; MOJ, 2013).  Therefore, many resettlement projects make it their 
mission to enable offenders to lead a crime-free life, to change their ways and become productive 
members of society (c.f. St Giles Trust, 2013).  
However, there is currently a conflict in policy between the punitive and rehabilitative ideal.  
Resettlement sits firmly in the camp of rehabilitation as it aims to help offenders to help themselves 
yet a full investment  in the rehabilitative ideal is unlikely, from a policy perspective, due to the 
GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt Ŷot ǁaŶtiŶg to ďe seeŶ as ďeiŶg ͚soft͛ oŶ Đƌiŵe ;‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϳͿ. The ĐoŶĐepts of 
rehabilitation and punitiveness are theoretically at odds with one another and so to have 
resettlement tagged as an afterthought on the end of a punitive regime would undermine any 
rehabilitative effect that is hoped to be achieved through resettlement work (Raynor, 2007).  
Nevertheless, restrictive elements are still present in resettlement (Raynor, 2007).  Resettlement 
often includes supervision, monitoring or punishment and we cannot dismiss tools such as restrictive 
license conditions as they have an important part to play in protecting the public (Raynor, 2007).  
Therefore, two opposing concepts are at work in resettlement and Maruna (2006) argues that the 
punitive nature of restrictions could be damaging to the reintegration process.     
Despite this, the Justice Secretary has recently proposed that all short-term prisoners are to have 
access to a mentor on release, particularly short-term prisoners who have traditionally missed out 
on this opportunity (BBC News, 2012).  This new proposal, it seems, is a rejuvenation of Custody Plus 
which never materialised.  In addition to the new mentoring scheme, the Ministry of Justice has 
announced that, as from autumn 2014, the majority of male prisoners will be housed in seventy 
plaŶŶed ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt jails͛ aƌouŶd EŶglaŶd aŶd Wales (BBC News, 2013; MOJ, 2013).  All prisoners 
seƌǀiŶg a seŶteŶĐe of tǁelǀe ŵoŶths oƌ less ǁill speŶd theiƌ full seŶteŶĐe iŶ a ͚ƌesettleŵeŶt jail͛ aŶd 
will receive a tailored package of support upon release from custody (BBC News, 2013; MOJ, 2013).  
It would seem that the mentoring proposal announced in 2012 will now work in tandem with these 
resettlemeŶt jails as paƌt of the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s stƌategǇ foƌ ƌefoƌŵ.   
Summary 
IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, ƌesettleŵeŶt has ďeĐoŵe a laƌge paƌt of the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s recent agenda to tackle 
reoffending rates.  However, there is a lot of confusion surrounding what resettlement is, what 
resettlement means and what resettlement entails and official policy and discourse does little to 
alleviate this.  Additionally, the conflict in policy between rehabilitation and risk-management 
creates further confusion as to how those leaving prison should be dealt with on release.  A 
persistent and major criticism of resettlement, however, is that it appears to be largely a –
theoretical (McNeill, 2004).  Therefore, in the next section we will explore a solid theoretical 
underpinning for resettlement practice, along with and exploration of the ͚ŵeĐhaŶiĐs͛ of 
resettlement and those who provide such services.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Resettlement, Desistance and Practice 
We have established that resettlement is a confusing concept and this confusion is exacerbated 
when looking at the relationship which resettlement practice has with theory.  However, before we 
explore this, we must establish the most predominant form of resettlement practice.   
In 2002, the Social Exclusion Unit published a report which stated that there were seven barriers to 
resettlement and these areas are: accommodation, education/training/employment, health, drugs 
and alcohol, finance, family and relationships and attitudes, thinking and behaviour (Home Office, 
2004; SEU, 2002).  In response, the Reducing Reoffending National Action Plan (2004) was 
implemented to directly address these issues in resettlement practice. Therefore, most resettlement 
providers use this as a template for their work (Raynor, 2007).  However, resettlement providers will 
address these interventions differently according to which sector provides the service and the 
pƌojeĐt͛s oǁŶ aiŵs aŶd ageŶdas ;HuĐklesďǇ & Wincup, 2007; Raynor, 2004).  Similarly, although the 
majority of resettlement providers assess prisoners in order to identify needs and support, some 
projects may concentrate on a small number of issues whereas others will take into account a 
broader range (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).   
In the instance that a project does not address a specific prisoner issue internally, projects will 
usually signpost prisoners to relevant services and therefore resettlement is reliant upon multi-
agency working in order to provide holistic support for ex-prisoners both in custody and on release 
(Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  
Recently, emphasis has been placed on multi-agency working due to the reliance on voluntary-sector 
services to provide support (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  This has been further developed by 
Payment by Results (PbR) schemes that allow the voluntary-sector to provide resettlement services, 
indicating a shift in provision from the public sector which has traditionally been the main provider 
of resettlement (MOJ, 2013).  A number of concerns have been raised, however, regarding the 
implications of PbR schemes in criminal justice.  Firstly, PbR schemes require a clear definition of the 
pƌoposed outĐoŵe ;iŶ this Đase ƌeduĐiŶg ƌeoffeŶdiŶgͿ hoǁeǀeƌ, the outĐoŵe of ͚ƌeduĐiŶg 
ƌeoffeŶdiŶg͛ is Ŷot straightforward (Fox & Albertson, 2012).  Despite this, PbR models in criminal 
justiĐe ǁill foĐus oŶ a Ŷaƌƌoǁ set of outĐoŵes ;i.e. ͚pƌoǀeŶ ƌeoffeŶdiŶg͛ thƌough ƌeĐoŶǀiĐtioŶ ƌatesͿ 
which will not take into account whether offenders have genuinely ceased to offend or if offenders 
have become less easy to catch (Fox & Albertson, 2012).  Furthermore, the competitive nature of 
PbR schemes could inhibit successful practices being shared between service providers, particularly 
in relation to the voluntary-sector, joint-working between providers could be either weak or non-
existent resulting in both overlaps and gaps in provision and thus multi-agency working will be 
compromised (Fox & Albertson, 2012; Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  It has also been argued that PbR 
sĐheŵes ǁill lead to ͚ĐheƌƌǇ piĐkiŶg͛ ǁheƌeďǇ oƌgaŶisatioŶs ĐoŶĐeŶtƌate oŶ ͚easǇ Đases͛ oƌ oŶ ĐlieŶts 
which are more amenable to change in order to be paid through PbR schemes (Fox & Albertson, 
2012).  
Resettlement and the Voluntary-Sector 
The advantages of the voluntary-sector in resettlement are that they can apply for funding from a 
variety of resources, are better equipped to address a number of prisoner needs through already 
sustained links within the community and have the flexibility to work to their own aims and agendas 
(Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).   
However, voluntary-sector providers have been criticised for providing the service that they want to 
provide as opposed to the service that is needed (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).  It has been argued 
that the introduction of privatisation and PbR (Payment by Results) schemes is, in some respects, a 
motive by the Government to avoid opposition to its crime policies by making voluntary-sector 
providers reliant on statutory funding thus making it impossible for them to criticise policies under 
threat of losing financial security (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007). Nevertheless, due to PbR contracts, 
the voluntary-sector is becoming a major provider of resettlement services in England and Wales 
and, therefore, fit into the broader Government agenda (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007; MOJ, 2013).   
It is concerning then that the effectiveness of voluntary-sector resettlement services is unclear.  
Schemes run by statutory services have been found to be more effective than those provided by the 
voluntary-sector (Clancy et.al, 2006; Lewis et al, 2003).  It was found that prisoners were more likely 
to continue engagement with statutory services on release as opposed to voluntary-services and, 
voluntary-services were less effective because of their lack of focus on encouraging motivation and 
thinking skills (Clancy et.al, 2006; Lewis, 2003).  In short, services that focused on dealing with 
offender attitudes, thinking and behaviour were more effective than those which focused on 
addressing welfare needs (Clancy et.al, 2006; Lewis et al, 2003).  Therefore, the difference in 
effectiveness was explained by the differing focus of work between these two providers (Clancy et. 
al, 2006; Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).  Many voluntary-sector providers deal with immediate 
practical issues (or welfare needs) such as finding accommodation and accessing benefits, making 
their long-term effectiveness unclear (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).  This is due to voluntary-sector 
providers recording short-term outputs as measures of success (for example, finding 
accommodation) and thus do not demonstrate how they contribute to reducing reoffending 
(Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).  This could ultimately be a barrier for voluntary-sector providers as the 
new Government proposals (MOJ, 2013) state that in order to receive payment through PbR 
contracts, projects must be able to evidence how they reduce reoffending.  Overall, the general 
effectiveness of the voluntary-sector in the provision of resettlement is largely unproven (Hucklesby 
& Worrall, 2007) which makes it a particular point of interest in the current political climate.     
Establishing Successful Resettlement Practice 
UŶtil ƌeĐeŶtlǇ, ŵuĐh has ďeeŶ ŵade of ͚ǁhat ǁoƌks͛ iŶ ƌesettleŵeŶt as opposed to hoǁ aŶd ǁhǇ 
practices work and thus resettlement has lacked a solid theoretical component (Hedderman, 2007; 
McNeill, 2004; Moore, 2012;). In 1999 a commitment was made to build an evidence-base with 
regards to offender resettlement and how reducing reoffending could be achieved (Hedderman, 
2007).  However, the pƌoďleŵ ǁith a ͚ǁhat ǁoƌks͛ oŶlǇ appƌoaĐh to ƌesettleŵeŶt is that it ďegiŶs iŶ 
the wrong place (McNeill, 2006).  It begins by thinking about how practices can be constructed 
rather than thinking firstly about how change can be understood (McNeill, 2006).  This is a danger 
because, no matter how good the quality of the practice or how evidence-based the approach, 
resettlement depends on other factors such as motivation, engagement and the contextual factors 
of an indiǀidual͛s life (McNeill et. al, 2012). Therefore, resettlement and its practices should not be 
concerned with producing change but accelerating change (McNeill et. al, 2012).  The way to 
accelerate change rather than produce it can be found in theories of desistance (McNeill et. al, 
2012).   
Desistance Theories 
Desistance theories find their roots in the criminal careers approach which is a framework within 
which theories can be proposed and tested (Farrington, 1992).  A longitudinal sequence of offences 
that an individual commits is deemed to be their criminal career and includes a beginning (onset), a 
career length (duration) and an end (desistance) (Farrington, 1992) and it is here that we see the 
word desistance used in order to describe the end of a criminal career.  Since then, desistance 
theories have become predominant and applicable to many other areas in criminology, one of which 
is resettlement work, and there is now a large corpus of desistance theories which explore factors 
which may enable an individual to cease offending (Burnett & Maruna, 2006; Moore, 2012).  A 
number of key factors have been found in desistance research such as maturation (or growing out of 
crime), social bonds (such as family, employment, community involvement) and the forming of 
personal narratives that restructure cognitive processes, identity and self-image (Maruna, 2001; 
Moore, 2012).  In order to gain a representative insight into desistance we will explore three over-
arching theories or paradigms of desistance research.  Early theories of desistance fall within the 
ontogenetic and sociogenic paradigms; however, these do not combine both individual and 
structural factors in order to explain desistance (Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  To explore the dynamics 
of the desistance process we will look to narrative theories (Maruna, 2001; Weaver & McNeill, 
2007).   
MatuƌatioŶ falls iŶto the oŶtogeŶetiĐ paƌadigŵ aŶd is ďased oŶ the pƌiŶĐiple that eǀeƌǇoŶe ͚gƌoǁs 
out of Đƌiŵe͛ eǀeŶtuallǇ ;MaƌuŶa, ϭϵϵϵͿ.  This theoƌǇ is deǀeloped fƌoŵ theories such as 
͚ŵatuƌatioŶal ƌefoƌŵ͛ ǁhiĐh suggests that ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ ŶatuƌallǇ deĐliŶes afteƌ the age of Ϯϱ ;GlueĐk & 
Glueck, 1940).  Maturation and the age-crime curve is still the most influential theory of desistance 
in criminology and it has been argued that other variables associated with desistance such as 
employment, do not explain crime as well as the variable of age itself and, therefore, desistance is 
explained as a natural part of ageing (Gove, 1985; Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985).  However, the 
explaŶatioŶ that soŵeoŶe ǁill ͚gƌoǁ out of Đƌiŵe͛ does ŶothiŶg to help us speed up the desistaŶĐe 
process (Maruna, 2006).   
Social bond theories fall into the sociogenic paradigm and suggest that there is an association 
between desistance and the external circumstances of the individual (Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  
These theories state the significance of ties to family, employment or education in explaining 
changes in criminal behaviour across the life course (Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  These theories 
develop from social control theories and assert that the experiences that lead to desistance are 
partially under the control of the individual (Maruna, 1999).  Desistance research suggests that 
offenders find things other than crime as a source of achievement such as a job and a family and 
therefore, the stronger the ties to society and the community that an individual has, the more likely 
they are to desist (Maruna, 1999).  As such, those who lack social bonds are more likely to stay 
involved in crime as they feel they have nothing to lose from a societal and personal perspective 
(Maruna, 1999).   However, desistance cannot be attributed solely to the existence of these social 
attachments but rather what these ties mean to the individual in reducing both opportunities and 
motivations to offend (Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  
Narrative theories explore the dynamics of desistance and are developed from the subjective 
perspectives of offenders by drawing on their accounts of desistance (Maruna, 2001; Weaver & 
McNeill, 2007).  These theoƌies suggest the sigŶifiĐaŶĐe of the suďjeĐtiǀe ĐhaŶges of the iŶdiǀidual͛s 
sense of self and identity in changing motivations and more consideration for the future (Maruna, 
ϮϬϬϭ; Weaǀeƌ & MĐNeill, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  MaƌuŶa ;ϮϬϬϭͿ Đoŵpaƌed the Ŷaƌƌatiǀe ͚sĐƌipts͛ of aĐtiǀe offeŶdeƌs 
aŶd desisteƌs.  The peƌsisteŶt offeŶdeƌs folloǁed ǁhat MaƌuŶa Đalled a ͚ĐoŶdeŵŶatioŶ sĐƌipt͛ aŶd 
felt resigned to a life of crime (Maruna, 2001; Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  The desisters, however, 
folloǁed a ͚ƌedeŵptioŶ sĐƌipt͛:  
͞The redemption script begins by establishing the goodness and conventionality of the 
narrator-a victim of society who gets involved with crime and drugs to achieve some sort of 
power over otherwise bleak circumstances.  This deviance eventually becomes its own trap, 
however, as the narrator becomes ensnared in the vicious cycle of crime and imprisonment.  
Yet, ǁith the help of soŵe outside foƌĐe, soŵeoŶe ǁho ͞ďelieǀed iŶ͟ the eǆ-offender, the 
Ŷaƌƌatoƌ is aďle to aĐĐoŵplish ǁhat he oƌ she ǁas alǁaǇs ͚ŵeaŶt to do͛…͟ ;MaƌuŶa, ϮϬϬϭ, pp. 
87).   
Those ǁho folloǁ this sĐƌipt ͚ŵake good͛ aŶd ǁhile ďoth aĐtiǀe offeŶdeƌs aŶd desisteƌs shaƌed a 
sense of fatalism, the desisters͛ fatalism was not seen as an issue of denial but rather a need to 
believe in the essential goodŶess of the ͚ƌeal ŵe͛ ;MaƌuŶa, ϮϬϬϭͿ.  This iŶdiĐates that a paƌtiĐulaƌ 
identity narrative may be the most personally persuasive, meaningful and enabling for a person 
trying to desist from crime thus desistance narratives must be supported (Maruna, 2001). 
This is a brief introduction to the influential theories of desistance and there is not space here to 
explore them all.  Therefore, a more exploratory account of desistance is outlined below specifically 
in relation to resettlement practice.   
Factors Associated with Successful Resettlement and Desistance 
The convergence of evaluative research and theoretical approaches to desistance is important 
ďeĐause histoƌiĐallǇ the ͚ǁhat ǁoƌks͛ liteƌatuƌe aŶd desistaŶĐe liteƌatuƌe has deǀeloped aloŶg 
separate paths (Maguire & Raynor, 2006).  However, there have been significant steps towards a 
new way of thinking about evidence-based practice within a desistance paradigm (Maruna & LeBel, 
2010). This has recently been recognised in policy (MOJ, 2013; NOMS, 2013; Prison Reform Trust, 
2012) which stress the importance of desistance in resettlement practice.  Theƌefoƌe, the ͚ŵaƌƌiage͛ 
between desistance research and evidence-based practice is outlined below with factors being 
explored that are conducive to both successful resettlement and desistance research. 
The Process of Desistance 
Desistance is not an event but a difficult and lengthy process and is not linear but zig-zag in nature 
(Maguire & Raynor, 2006). Thus, desistance is a journey of set-back and progress, hope and despair 
(McNeill et. al, 2012). Due to this, relapses during the desistance process are to be expected as 
people do not just cease offending, they are likely to encounter set-backs and so relapses into prior 
patterns of behaviour will occur but these should not be taken as indications of failure (Burnett, 
2004; Farrall & Calverley, 2006; Maguire & Raynor, 2006). Practitioners should, therefore, be 
realistic about the desistance process not just in terms of how long the desistance process is but also 
in terms of expecting relapses and effectively managing them through regular review processes 
(McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  The Prison Reform Trust (2012) outline that managing the high potential 
for relapses is essential and that policies which treat all relapses as a breach of conditions can be a 
barrier to resettlement as it creates resistance as well as decreasing engagement and motivation 
(Prison Reform Trust, 2012).   
 
Readiness to Change 
Desistance research indicates that individuals differ in their readiness to change (Farrall, 2002; 
Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Maruna, 2001).  This readiness to change can be affected by a number of 
factors including, as mentioned earlier, age, social bonds, major life events and social circumstances 
(Maguire & Raynor, 2006).  However, the way these factors interact with one another is complex 
which makes it difficult to identify when a person is in the right frame of mind to change (Maguire & 
Raynor, 2006).  Therefore, resettlement assessments should explore dynamic issues such as the 
strength of ex-pƌisoŶeƌs͛ soĐial ďoŶds, theiƌ aspiƌatioŶs, appƌoaĐh goals aŶd theiƌ opeŶness to 
change (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).    This can be done by, perhaps most obviously, asking the 
individual, however, other techniques such as motivational interviewing can also be used to assess 
desistance readiness (McNeill & Weaver, 2010) and this technique will be discussed later in this 
section with regards to eliciting motivation.  Therefore, it is important to understand and respond to 
iŶdiǀiduals͛ ĐiƌĐumstances with support being person-centred and led by the individual and support 
being understood as a joint enterprise by practitioners working with ex-prisoners rather than 
working on ex-prisoners (McNeill et. al, 2012; Maguire & Raynor, 2006).   The Prison Reform Trust 
(2012) confirms that genuine consultation and allowing individuals to take a leading role in their 
support plans is vital as it enables people to take responsibility for their lives and develop clear and 
realistic goals for the future.   
Human Agency 
The process of personal change is, therefore, subjective and change is heavily reliant on the agency 
of the individual (Farrall, 2002; Farrall & Bowling, 1999; McNeill, 2006; Maguire & Raynor, 2006; 
Maruna, 2001).  Human agency has been found to be as important as, if not more important than, 
the structure of promoting or inhibiting desistance (Maguire & Raynor, 2006).  Research suggests 
that while social environmental factors have a part to play in future offending, the way in which ex-
prisoners respond to situations is much more influential when determining whether or not they 
reoffend (Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Maruna, 2001; Zamble & Quinsey, 1997).  Maruna (2001) found 
that people react differently depending on their subjective understandings of their situations and 
those who had a narrative that supported desistance had an exaggerated sense of control over their 
life and a clear vision of the future.  Therefore, optimism was essential for them to maintain the 
desistance narrative (Maruna, 2001).  Maruna (2001) elaborates that this optimism was sometimes 
Ŷot ƌefleĐtiǀe of the iŶdiǀiduals͛ situatioŶ iŶ ƌealitǇ aŶd theƌefoƌe those ǁho ǁeƌe aďle to ŵaiŶtaiŶ 
͚hope͛ iŶ the faĐe of ͚diƌe͛ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes ǁeƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to desist.  AddƌessiŶg thiŶkiŶg and 
attitudes is, theƌefoƌe, iŵpoƌtaŶt to help iŶdiǀiduals͛ oǀeƌĐoŵe the soĐial aŶd pƌaĐtiĐal pƌoďleŵs 
that they will face (Maguire & Raynor, 2006). Particularly as it has been found that no matter how 
stƌoŶg a ͚Ŷaƌƌatiǀe͛ aŶ iŶdiǀidual has, theiƌ ŵotiǀation can be seriously affected by persistent set-
backs (Burnett & Maruna, 2004).   
The importance of addressing human agency was also found during the Pathfinders Scheme which 
aimed to quantify what facilitated successful resettlement practice (Clancy et. al, 2006; Lewis et. al, 
2003).  In their comparison of resettlement projects it was found that probation-led projects (which 
focused on offender attitudes and thinking) were more successful than voluntary resettlement 
pƌojeĐts that foĐused oŶ ͚ǁelfaƌe͛ Ŷeeds (Clancy et. al, 2006; Lewis et. al, 2003).  However, the 
promotion and importance of human agency is not reflected in standard resettlement practice, as 
the seven pathways focus strongly on the provision of practical services and accord more with a 
traditional model of working with ex-prisoners (Maguire & Raynor, 2006). 
The addressing of human agency can depend on which model (and sub-models) services work within 
(Raynor, 2004). The majority of resettlement services work within a traditional model of 
resettlement known as a needs-based model which rests on the assumption that prisoners have a 
number of needs which impact on their offending (Raynor, 2004).  The problem with this model is 
that it does not take into account much desistance research and may even militate against 
desistance (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  This is due to the focus on identifying needs as opposed to 
deeply entrenched needs conducive to personal change (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  Within this 
ŵodel is the ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ defiĐit͛ suď-model which rests on the assumption that offenders are 
largely the victims of social circumstances and problems beyond their control (Maguire & Raynor, 
ϮϬϬϲ; ‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϰͿ.   ‘esettleŵeŶt seƌǀiĐes ǁhiĐh opeƌate uŶdeƌ the ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ defiĐit͛ ŵodel 
(mainly voluntary-sector services) provide advice, support and sympathy as well as acting as an 
advocate and referring ex-prisoners to relevant agencies (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007; Raynor, 2004).  
However, the deterministic assumptions of this model which allow offenders to present themselves 
as victims of circumstance means that the chances of addressing personal change is low and may 
have the opposite effect by making the concept of offending more acceptable to the offender 
(Raynor, 2004).  Therefore, some resettlement services take a mono-faceted approach to 
resettlement due to their assumptions regarding offending behaviour (Raynor, 2004).    
Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ‘‘NAP͛s seǀeŶ pathǁaǇs to ƌesettleŵeŶt do ƌeĐogŶise, hoǁeǀeƌ ŵiŶiŵallǇ, a ŵulti-
causal explanation of offending ;Maguiƌe & ‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϲͿ.  The last iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶ is ͚attitudes, 
thiŶkiŶg aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ͛ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶs a diffeƌeŶt ͚iŵpliĐit ĐƌiŵiŶologǇ͛ aŶd ƌeĐogŶises that ĐƌiŵiŶal 
behaviour may also involve the cognition of the individual (Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Raynor, 2004). 
As Raynor (2007) explains, this pathway is not just another item on a list of needs but will play a 
crucial part in determining how effectively ex-prisoners use resources designed to address the other 
six pathways.  A sub-model of resettlement which acknowledges a multi-causal explanation to 
offeŶdiŶg is the ͚offeŶdeƌ ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ ŵodel͛ ;‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϰͿ.  The offeŶdeƌ ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ ŵodel 
recognises the environmental problems that offenders face but is heavily rooted in addressing their 
attitudes, thinking and behaviour and rests on the assumption that offending is avoidable (Raynor, 
2004). Resettlement services which adopt this model (mainly statutory-led services) focus on the 
same methods as the opportunity deficit model but with an added emphasis on cognitive challenge, 
motivation and pro-social input (Raynor, 2004).   
Thus, desistance research suggests that resettlement services should address both welfare needs 
and attitudes and thinking to reinforce plausible narratives that support desistance (Maguire & 
Raynor, 2006).  The relationship between social factors and agency is complex and more research 
must be done in order to understand how they interact with one another (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  
However, we know that it is not just about ageing or getting a job but what these developments 
mean and signify to the individual and whether or not they are seen to be compelling enough 
reasons to change (McNeill et. al, 2012).  Therefore, there must be a distinction between the 
͚oďjeĐtiǀe͛ ĐhaŶges iŶ aŶ iŶdiǀiduals͛ life aŶd the ͚suďjeĐtiǀe͛ ŵeaŶiŶgs giǀeŶ to those ĐhaŶges 
(Farrall, 2002).  It is these subjective meanings which are closely associated with the cognitive 
processes which exemplify secondary desistance and the re-structuring of self-identity (Moore, 
2012), the importance of which will be outlined later in this review.   
Generating & Sustaining Motivation through Relationships and Social Capital 
Building on agency, desistance research indicates that motivation is essential to the desistance 
process (Farrall, 2002; Maguire & Raynor, 2004; Maruna, 2001).  This is due to the reasons 
mentioned above and supporting ex-prisoners to overcome set-backs in order to avoid reoffending 
(Burnett & Maruna, 2004; Maruna & Raynor, 2006). Therefore, ex-prisoners ŵust aĐƋuiƌe ͚huŵaŶ 
Đapital͛ ;gaining skills and personal resources) which can be encouraged through addressing internal 
processes and other skills-related courses such as in the Pathfinders Scheme where a short 
motivational program (FOR-a-change) was put in place to encourage motivation  ( Clancy et. al, 
2006; McNeill, 2006; Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Putnam, 1995; Raynor, 2004; Raynor, 2007).  
Motivation can also be sustained through the aĐƋuisitioŶ of ͚soĐial͛ Đapital ;connections and 
relationships with other people in formal and informal social networks) and providing the 
opportunity for ex-prisoners to practice newly forming identities (McNeill, 2006; Maguire & Raynor, 
2006; Putnam, 1995; Raynor, 2007). In other words, the avoidance of offending during desistance 
will be determined not just by ex-prisoners͛ range of personal abilities, skills and capacities but also 
through their social networks (Moore, 2012).  
Research suggests that motivation is not a fixed attribute of an individual but can be an indication to 
a specific intervention and therefore intrinsic motivation for change (and subjective meaning) must 
be elicited from rather than instilling it in a person (Burnett, 2004; McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  
Motivation is modifiable and subject to change in the course of interpersonal transactions and social 
capital can be activated through the relationships which ex-prisoners form with resettlement 
workers (Burnett, 2004). This resonates with social cognitive theory and the underlying assumption 
that subjective meaning is moulded within human relationships (Bandura, 2001; Burnett, 2004).   
Motivational interviewing can promote desistance in a one to one setting which comprises of 
individual work (with a befriender, mentor or supervisor) and enables ex-prisoners to form pro-
social relationships (Burnett, 2004).  Through these relationships, ex-prisoners may find someone 
from a non-criminal background who can become significant in their lives or can become a role 
model for them, particularly for those who have broken relationships with their families (Burnett, 
2004; Maruna, 2006).  Also, evidence suggests that people are more likely to take advice from 
someone they know as well as keep appointments and, therefore, the generation and sustainment 
of motivation is easier within the context of a relationship (Clancy et. al, 2006; Raynor, 2007).  The 
Prison Reform Trust (2012) emphasise the value of mentoring systems in this respect.   
In practice, this requires a continuity of service and ĐoŶtaĐt, aŶd ͚thƌough the gate͛ seƌǀiĐes ;ǁhiĐh 
begin in custody and continue into the community) have been identified as the ideal practice 
precisely because of the continuity they provide (HMIPP, 2001).  Continuity of contact with project 
workers, specifically volunteer mentors, has been significantly associated with lower conviction rates 
(Clancy et. al, 2006).  In this instance, an advantage of volunteer mentors is the time they have to 
offer and an unconditional commitment to helping (Raynor, 2007).  However, professional 
relationships are not the only or significant way to enable an individual to activate social capital 
(Farrall, 2004).    
Employment and family relationships are the two most important ingredients for social capital and 
they are both the precursor and the outcome of/for social capital (Farrall, 2004).  Farrall (2004) 
found that the majority of instances in the activation of social capital were related to the iŶdiǀidual͛s 
family (in this case probationers families) and more precisely their families of origin as they were the 
family group most commonly available to the individual.  Families of origin provided a range of 
ƌesouƌĐes foƌ the iŶdiǀidual suĐh as a staďle eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt oƌ a ͚safe haǀeŶ͛, suppoƌt iŶ ƌesouƌĐiŶg 
employment, and, while families of formation (i.e. wife, children) were found to be sources of 
motivation for individuals wishing to desist, they did not provide the opportunities or resources that 
families of origin could (Farrall, 2004).  Overall, it was found that good family relationships can 
provide an increase in structured time, increase self-esteem and provide emotional support and 
therefore those who work with ex-prisoners should actively call upon this form of social capital by 
liaising with ex-prisoner families through direct appeals to family members (Farrall, 2004).  In policy 
and practice, efforts have been made to involve ex-prisoner families ŵoƌe iŶ aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s 
resettlement by allowing families to become part of ex-pƌisoŶeƌs͛ ƌesettleŵeŶt aŶd ƌeiŶtegƌatioŶ 
plans (Clinks, 2013; Prison Reform Trust, 2012). 
Employment or work that is rewarding to the individual can also activate social capital (Farrall, 
2004). Paid employment can provide an income and encourage independent living as well as provide 
financial security; however, non-paid work can also activate social capital (Farrall, 2004).  Voluntary 
work can lead to a sense of hope, orientation towards the future and activate a sense of belonging 
foƌ the iŶdiǀidual ǁithiŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ thus shoǁiŶg soĐietǇ that aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s ƌesettleŵeŶt aŶd 
reintegration is worth investing in (Maruna, 2006).  Additionally, work can facilitate significant 
relationships and increase daily interaction with non-offenders (Farrall, 2004).  In practice, 
employment is encouraged in a number of ways such as employment skills workshops (Farrall, 2004) 
aŶd eŵploǇŵeŶt sĐheŵes suĐh as the ͚AĐhieǀe͛ eŵploǇŵeŶt pilot iŶ probation (c.f. Cheshire 
Probation, online, 2013).  Volunteering opportunities are also encouraged in practice, for example, 
groups such as the Inside-Out Trust which provides volunteering opportunities for prisoners and ex-
prisoners in leadership roles and often work with volunteers from the wider community who have 
had no involvement in the criminal justice system (Maruna, 2006).  Thus ex-prisoners make their 
ŵoǀe fƌoŵ outĐast to ͚good Ŷeighďouƌ͛ to shoǁ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ that theǇ aƌe ŵoƌe thaŶ the suŵ of 
their offences (Maruna, 2006).   
However, it is the significance that ex-prisoners place on family relationships and work roles that 
allow them to maintain desistance and therefore social capital feeds back into itself (Farrall, 2004).  
An individual activates social capital through these relationships and then, because of their 
investment and the resources which come with it, they feel they have too much to lose by 
committing crime (Farrall, 2004).  Furthermore, social capital opportunities allow individuals to 
practice newly forming identities and solidify legitimate identities (Farrall, 2004). 
 
 
Self-Identity 
Recently, evidence has emerged regarding the relationship between self-identity and the desistance 
process (McNeill et. al, 2012).  Maruna & Farrall (2004) refer to desistance as a transition between 
͚pƌiŵaƌǇ͛ aŶd ͚seĐoŶdaƌǇ͛ desistaŶĐe.  Primary desistance is the achievement of an offence free 
period and secondary desistance is the adoption of a non-offending identity (Maruna & Farrall, 2004; 
Raynor, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  Theƌefoƌe, it ĐaŶ ďe aƌgued that seĐoŶdaƌǇ desistaŶĐe should ďe ĐoŶsideƌed the ͚holǇ 
gƌail͛ of ƌehaďilitatioŶ seƌǀiĐes foƌ those ǁho peƌsisteŶtlǇ offeŶd, as secondary desistance is the 
internalisation of change and the redirection of an ex-prisoners life (McNeill et. al, 2012).  
However, the rejection of a criminal identity for persistent offenders is unlikely to be easy (Maruna, 
2001).  A barrier to resettlement is the stigmatisation of offenders and as a consequence social 
exclusion is a problem for many who leave prison (SEU, 2002).  Reintegration is an integral aspect of 
resettlement, however, for reintegration to be achieved, not only must an ex-prisoner wish to be 
part of society but the community must also be willing to accept and welcome an ex-prisoner back 
(McNeill, 2006; Maruna, 2001; Prison Reform Trust, 2012).  Yet, it is unclear whether society really 
wants ex-prisoners to be inclusive and this is evidenced in the way that society perceives ex-
prisoners (Maguire & Raynor, 2006).   
A stigma is a characteristic that we possess which causes others to look at us in a negative light and a 
stigŵa that is peƌŵaŶeŶt oƌ seǀeƌe ĐaŶ Đause aŶ iŶdiǀidual to haǀe a ͚spoiled ideŶtitǇ͛ ;GoffŵaŶ, 
1963).  Ex-prisoners and offenders are most likely to have a ͚spoiled͛ ideŶtitǇ as the stigŵa ǁhiĐh is 
attached to them is so severe that they will always be thought of as criminals, even if they have 
served their time and been rehabilitated (Goffman, 1963).  Particularly in the case of a criminal, it is 
the perceived deviance of the individual which causes them to be rejected by society and thus 
laďelled soĐiallǇ aďŶoƌŵal ;GoffŵaŶ, ϭϵϲϯͿ.  As a ƌesult, ͚offeŶdeƌ͛ ďeĐoŵes theiƌ ŵasteƌ status 
ǁhiĐh oǀeƌƌides all otheƌ featuƌes of the iŶdiǀidual͛s ideŶtitǇ ;GoffŵaŶ, 1963).  Furthermore, studies 
have shown that offenders are perceived to be indistinguishable from their offence.  Reeves (2013) 
found that those who worked in probation hostels saw the offenders (sex offenders) and their 
offence as one and the same.  Similarly, in a study of media reporting, McGlynn (2012) found that 
the ŵedia stƌipped offeŶdeƌs͛ ideŶtities doǁŶ to ŶothiŶg ŵoƌe thaŶ theiƌ ĐƌiŵiŶal status, therefore 
portraying offenders as one-dimensional caricatures of their true selves.   
Therefore, many do not believe in the potential for others to change and a way in which stigma can 
ďe asĐƌiďed to iŶdiǀiduals is thƌough the pƌoĐess of ͚otheƌiŶg͛ ;MaƌuŶa, ϮϬϬϭ; YouŶg, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  IŶ all 
foƌŵs of iŶtoleƌaŶĐe is the ĐoŶĐept of a despised ͚otheƌ͛ oƌ those ǁho have essentially flawed 
natures and, by creating a ͞bogeyman͟, society is able to maintain their sense of morality through 
the ĐlassifiĐatioŶ of ͚us͛ aŶd ͚theŵ͛, ͚iŶsideƌs͛ aŶd ͚outsideƌs͛ ;Jeǁkes, ϮϬϬϰ; YouŶg, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  Theƌe aƌe 
tǁo tǇpes of ͚otheƌiŶg͛, oŶe of ǁhiĐh is liďeƌal ͚otheƌiŶg͛ aŶd is doŶe to people ǁho could be like us 
ďut soŵe depƌiǀatioŶ ŵakes theŵ ͚otheƌ͛ ;YouŶg, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  The seĐoŶd tǇpe of ͚otheƌiŶg͛ is deŵoŶized 
͚otheƌiŶg͛ ǁheƌe aŶ iŶdiǀidual is seeŶ to ďe less thaŶ huŵaŶ aŶd so ŵoƌal aŶd laǁ abiding citizens 
Đould Ŷeǀeƌ ƌelate to oƌ ďe like ͚theŵ͛ ;YouŶg, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  CoŶseƋueŶtlǇ, the pƌoĐess of ͚otheƌiŶg͛ leads 
to the social exclusion of those who are marginalised in mainstream society and reinforces the 
notion that these people should be rejected (Young, 2007).  This is a barrier to the resettlement and 
desistance process, as an aspect of resettlement is reliant upon acceptance from the community 
towards ex-prisoners (Prison Reform Trust, 2012).  However, this is also detrimental to the individual 
as this rejection may prevent them from adopting pro-social identities through the internalisation of 
negative external identities. 
This internalisation of negative identities can be activated through labelling.  Labelling theories argue 
that criminals are Ŷot fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ diffeƌeŶt to ͚oƌdiŶaƌǇ͛ people ďut ƌatheƌ it is the laďel of 
criminal which makes the individual act as such (Becker, 1963; Newburn, 2013; Tannenbaum, 1938).  
In this setting, delinquents or social deviants are not seen as being inherently different or bad but 
rather as good people doing bad things (Becker, 1963; Newburn, 2013; Tannenbaum, 1938).  
However, persistent labelling can lead to secondary deviance whereby an individual realigns their 
self-concept with deviance itself (Rosenburg, 2010).  This is concerning, as labels invoke ready-made 
and socially understood narratives of offenders which, in turn, gives meaning to their social and 
personal identity (Reeves, 2011).  Bain and Parkinson (2010) ask that at what point does an offender 
eǆpeƌieŶĐe ͚de-laďelliŶg͛ ǁhiĐh ǁould theŶ ŵake theŵ ŶothiŶg ŵoƌe thaŶ a huŵaŶ ďeiŶg?  As a 
ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ, ǁe do Ŷot seek to ͚de-laďel͛ soŵeoŶe, ƌatheƌ ǁe stigŵatize, ŵaƌgiŶalise aŶd eǆĐlude 
even though offending is something which society wishes for people to move away from (Bain & 
PaƌkiŶsoŶ, ϮϬϭϬͿ.  The effeĐt of laďelliŶg, as ǁell as ĐhaŶgiŶg aŶ iŶdiǀiduals͛ self-concept and the way 
in which they perceive themselves, is that we take away from the individuality of the person and 
place the offender in a position of subservience (Bain & Parkinson, 2010).   
Desistance theories suggest that identity is not a fixed construct but is fluid with individuals being 
able to shed their offender labels (Clinks, 2013; Maruna, 2001).  Identity change is, however, not 
revolutionary but a gradual evolution based on the slow accumulation of disconfirming information 
(Maruna, 2001).   Drawing on narrative theories, McAdams (1993) explains that we make ourselves 
through myth and through the stories which we tell about ourselves.  The premise is that by 
providing coherence to confusing experiences within our lives, by arranging the episodes of our lives 
into stories, we can discover what is meaningful to us and the reconstruction of these stories by 
integrating the past, present and future, is itself the process of identity development in adulthood 
(McAdams, 1993; Maruna, 2001).  
Specifically in relation to ex-offenders, Maruna (2001) found that in order for offenders to desist 
from crime they need to develop a coherent, pro-social identity and this can be done once ex-
offenders make sense of their lives.  Therefore, ex-offenders need to not only account for, but 
understand their criminal pasts and also understand why they are no longer like that (Maruna, 
2001). Also, they need a credible self-story, not only to explain to themselves how their pasts have 
led to their reformed identities but also to explain to others (Maruna, 2001). Those who had 
desisted had a strong sense of purpose in life, believing that their criminal pasts were a prelude to 
their newfound calling, and, through the reconstruction of life narratives, individuals were able to 
discover what was significant and meaningful to them (Maruna, 2001).  While a narrative framework 
is not present in resettlement practice, some rehabilitative organisations adopt a narrative model.  
AlĐoholiĐs AŶoŶǇŵous͛ tǁelǀe-step programs use the ƌeǁoƌkiŶg of aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s self-story as the 
ƌeĐoǀeƌǇ pƌoĐess itself aŶd the suĐĐess of AA͛s tǁelǀe-step program suggests how powerful story-
telling can be (AA, 2014, Maruna, 2001; Presser, 2009).  This philosophy is reflected in the AA 
pƌiŵaƌǇ teǆt, the ͞Big Book͟, ǁhiĐh is a ĐolleĐtioŶ of Ϯϵ life stoƌies of the oƌigiŶal ŵeŵďeƌs of the 
organisation (Maruna, 2001Ϳ.  ‘estoƌatiǀe JustiĐe sĐheŵe͛s also use narrative frameworks through 
their victim-offender mediation schemes which allow the re-telling of events or stories in a setting 
where the offender is supported but also held accountable as they structure their pasts to fit in with 
the futures they desire (Presser, 2009).   
In an attempt to embed identity change into a model of resettlement practice, Maruna & Lebel 
(2003) argue the need for strengths-based resettlement, as opposed to the needs-based models 
outlined earlier in this review.  Strengths-based resettlement focuses on positive contributions 
ǁhiĐh a peƌsoŶ ĐaŶ ŵake iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ aŶd theƌefoƌe ͚eaƌŶ ƌedeŵptioŶ͛ ;MaƌuŶa & LeBel, ϮϬϬϮ; 
Maruna & LeBel, 2003; Weaver & McNeill, 2007).  This model draws upon a normative theory of 
justice based arouŶd ƌepaƌatioŶ aŶd the eŵpiƌiĐal theoƌǇ of a ͚lookiŶg-glass͛ self-concept (Burnett & 
Maruna, 2006; Maruna et. al, 2004).  Therefore, offenders repair the harm that has been caused by 
aŶ offeŶĐe thƌough ͚eaƌŶiŶg͛ oŶes plaĐe ďaĐk iŶto the ŵoƌal ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ aŶd, by giving ex-prisoners 
ƌoles iŶ the foƌŵ of ƌeǁaƌdiŶg ǁoƌk that is helpful to otheƌs ;aŶd tuƌŶiŶg the ƌeĐeiǀeƌ of ͚help͛ iŶto 
the ͚helpeƌ͛Ϳ, these ĐoŶtƌiďutioŶs ĐaŶ ďe ƌeĐogŶized iŶ oƌdeƌ to ͚de-laďel͛ sǇŵďoliĐallǇ the 
stigmatised person (Burnett & Maruna, 2006).  This provides the opportunity for individuals to 
develop pro-social self-concepts and thus a strengths-based model actively encourages the adoption 
of a pro-social identity associated with secondary desistance (Burnett & Maruna, 2006). However, 
Burnett & Maruna (2006) found in their study of The Citizens Advice Project that when strengths-
based initiatives collided with risk-management policies they worked in conflict.  Burnett & Maruna 
(2006) explain that in a society which is organised around concerns for public safety, ventures which 
rely on trust and optimism are particularly vulnerable to closure.  Therefore, barriers to identity 
change are present within current resettlement practice.   
Summary 
In brief, resettlement is a difficult subject to pin down. The changing terminology, unclear definitions 
in policy, the shifting work focus, competing theoretical positions and models for resettlement 
contribute to a general confusion when attempting to understand what resettlement is and what it 
entails (Moore, 2012).  However, it is encouraging to see that the contribution desistance research 
can make to resettlement is being acknowledged by policy makers and has been introduced into 
policy and practice (Clinks, 2013; MOJ, 2013; PRT, 2012) to provide resettlement with a theoretical 
foundation.   
In this exploration of resettlement we have seen that there are many factors and practices which 
can accelerate the desistance process.  Resettlement must support desistance through addressing 
internal processes of individuals and social factors simultaneously to encourage the formation and 
sustainment of desistance narratives (McNeill et.al, 2012; Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Farrall, 2004).  
Resettlement must also support the inclusion of the individual in society and encourage community 
acceptance in order to break down social exclusion and barriers to internal identity change (Burnett 
& Maruna, 2006; Maruna & LeBel, 2002; Prison Reform Trust, 2012).  In short, because desistance is 
multi-faceted, resettlement work and practice must also be multi-faceted as well as being familiar 
ǁith the suďjeĐtiǀe aŶd iŶdiǀidualistiĐ Ŷatuƌe of a peƌsoŶs͛ jouƌŶeǇ toǁaƌds personal change 
(McNeill et.al, 2012).  However, some models of resettlement may inherently militate against 
desistance due to their mono-faceted approach (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007; Raynor, 2007).  
Furthermore, the effectiveness of some providers, particularly the voluntary-sector, is unclear 
(Clancy et. al, 2006; Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).   
It is an unpredictable time for resettlement with many changes being introduced; most notably 
Payment by Results schemes, mandatory mentoring and the establishment of resettlement jails 
;MOJ, ϮϬϭϯͿ.  Theƌefoƌe, ƌesettleŵeŶt pƌojeĐts ǁill ďe foƌĐed to ͚up theiƌ gaŵe͛, deŵoŶstƌate their 
commitment to desistance-focused work and evidence how they make a contribution to the 
GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s plaŶs to ƌeduĐe reoffending in order to stay afloat in an increasingly competitive 
environment (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Aims 
 
There will be three questions which this research will aim to answer.  Given the criticism aimed at 
voluntary-sector providers along with their promoted position in the provision of resettlement, the 
voluntary-sector will be explored in this research (Clancy et. al, 2006; Maguire & Raynor, 2006).  
Also, giǀeŶ the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s pledge to taƌget shoƌt-term and revolving door prisoners in 
resettlement, this prisoner group specifically will be focused upon (MOJ, 2011; MOJ, 2013). 
A) To what extent does voluntary-sector resettlement practice accord with desistance theory?  
Throughout this research we have seen that the voluntary-sector has been criticised for 
neglecting the internal processes in resettlement necessary to facilitate personal change, as 
well as their overall effectiveness in the provision of resettlement (Clancy et. al, 2006, 
Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007; Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Raynor, 2007).  Therefore, given the 
sectors promoted position in the provision of resettlement and their encouragement to bid 
for PbR contracts, it is important to explore whether voluntary-sector providers support 
desistance. 
 
B) Is the value of desistance theory recognised at an organisational level? 
 We have seen in the literature review that policy has recognised desistance (Clinks, 2013; 
MOJ, 2013; Prison Reform Trust, 2012).  However, we have also seen that resettlement, as a 
concept, is confusing due to the shifting foci of work and unclear definitions of what 
resettlement is (Berinbaum, 2009; Hedderman, 2007; Maruna, 2006; Raynor, 2007).  
Therefore, adding a complex theory of human change to an already confusing and unclear 
concept could mean the value of desistance is not understood on an organisational and 
practitioner level. 
 
C) Do traditional models of resettlement hinder desistance implementation?  
We have seen that traditional models of resettlement, particularly models which the 
voluntary-sector traditionally works within, are at odds with a multi-causal approach to 
resettlement and may militate against desistance (Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Raynor, 2007).   
Therefore, it is interesting to explore whether traditional ways of working could hinder the 
implementation of desistance-based practices.   
Methodology 
Qualitative analysis was chosen for this study and the data collected through a series of interviews 
with staff, volunteers and service-users of a case study resettlement project.  The data was analysed 
through thematic analysis.  To answer the research aims, in-depth analysis was required regarding 
how those involved in resettlement engage with the process.  The rationale for using qualitative 
methods and thematic analysis will be explored in this section. 
Qualitative Research 
Qualitative methods are used when a researcher aims to develop an authentic understanding which 
reflects the various perspectives of participants in a certain social setting (Bachman & Schutt, 2009).  
A main difference between a qualitative and quantitative approach is that quantitative approaches 
are concerned with numbers and a qualitative approach is concerned with words (Bryman, 2012). 
Furthermore, a qualitative approach allows the researcher to view the relationship between theory 
and research (Bryman, 2012).  This study is heavily based on the relationship between theory, 
research and practice to establish whether resettlement practice accords with desistance theory. 
Bryman (2012) explains that qualitative research has been criticised as it is seen to be inferior to 
quantitative research due to qualitative research lacking hard facts, numbers and statistics.  
Consequently there has been a crisis of confidence in qualitative research from both inside and 
outside of the field (Morse et. al, 2002).  Furthermore, the software used in analysing quantitative 
data does little to alleviate this crisis as data analysed in this way is seen to be more valid (Morse 
et.al, 2002).  Thus the validity and reliability of qualitative research is questioned, as the findings are 
open to interpretation by the researcher and therefore pose the risk of researcher bias (Jupp et.al, 
2000). Another disadvantage is that qualitative research is often conducted on a small scale, 
therefore compromising data generalizability (Jupp et.al, 2000).  
Despite these issues, qualitative research and methods are not to be dismissed.  Perhaps, most 
importantly, qualitative methods allow the researcher to acquire rich, detailed and in-depth data 
around participant opinions and perceptions (Babbie, 1996; Bryman, 2012).  Also, qualitative 
methods allow for flexibility enabling the researcher to develop areas of interest on the spot which 
helps theŵ to gaiŶ a deepeƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ďeliefs ;Baďďie, ϭϵϵϲͿ.  Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, 
when researching crime, specific and valuable data can be gained from employing an unobtrusive 
technique due to the sometimes sensitive topic (Epstien, 1988).  Therefore, for many social 
scientists, qualitative research is a helpful and meaningful method which allows the exploration of 
complex issues which a quantitative method would not allow (Bryman, 2012). 
Case Study 
A case study has been used to explore current resettlement practice and how those who go through 
resettlement engage with the process.  The type of case study used for the purposes of this research 
was aŶ ͚eǆplaŶatoƌǇ͛ Đase studǇ ǁhich is used to explore and describe phenomena and also to 
explain causal relationships and develop theory (Harder, 2010; online).  There are a number of 
advantages of using a case study as a research method.  Firstly, case studies provide context-
dependent (practical) knowledge as opposed to context-independent (theoretical) knowledge 
(Flyvjberg, 2006).  Furthermore, case studies can provide a special kind of detailed and adaptable 
information and provide rich, raw material for advancing theoretical ideas (Wilson, 1979).  However, 
their use as a research method has been heavily criticised in terms of validity and reliability (Bryman, 
2012).  It has been argued that results cannot be generalised from one single case and therefore the 
representativeness of the data is compromised (Bryman, 2012; Flyvjberg, 2006).  Also, it has been 
argued that case study results are particularly prone to subjective bias whereby the researcher uses 
a case study as verification for their already preconceived notions or hypotheses (Flyvjberg, 2006).    
Despite these points, Flyvjberg (2006) argues that case studies are a sufficient method for important 
research tasks which hold up well against other methods of research methodology and are 
important to the development of the social sciences.   Thus a voluntary-sector resettlement project 
was chosen as a case study. 
The case study resettlement project wished to remain anonymous and therefore have been 
provided a pseudonym with all identifying information being omitted.  Resettlement Service England 
(RSE), which receives funding from a variety of sources and is situated in England, agreed to give the 
researcher access. RSE has no Government funding at this time but is planning to bid for Ministry of 
Justice contracts.   RSE works with men leaving two local prisons to resettle in a county in England.   
In accordance with the literature, RSE has been chosen as they focus their efforts towards 
supporting men who have served short-teƌŵ seŶteŶĐes of ϭϮ ŵoŶths oƌ less aŶd pƌoǀide a ͚thƌough 
the gate͛ seƌǀiĐe ǁoƌkiŶg ǁith ŵeŶ ďoth iŶside pƌisoŶ aŶd iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ.  TheǇ aƌe aďle to do 
this through their number of volunteers.   
RSE explain in their own words the type of support they provide: 
͞AssistiŶg seƌǀiĐe useƌs to aĐĐess aĐĐoŵŵodatioŶ, tƌaining and employment we also provide 
assistance in becoming organised and attending appointments; getting into mental health 
services or supported housing.  Our staff and volunteers are trained to address and discuss 
ŵeŶ͛s attitude toǁaƌds offeŶdiŶg aŶd deal with these specific issues to promote change.  
‘“E͛s ultimate measure of success is that a man maintains a crime free life following release 
from prisoŶ͟ ;‘esettleŵeŶt “eƌǀiĐe EŶglaŶd, ϮϬϭϯ). 
RSE also employ paid staff and there are two main resettlement workers, an education, training and 
employment worker, two assistant resettlement workers, a volunteer co-ordinator and director of 
the project, along with two members of admin staff.  It was hoped that with the number of staff, 
volunteers and service-users, the researcher would be able to gain a representative sample.   
Method 
The chosen method to gather data was in-depth interviewing of resettlement staff, volunteers and 
service-users, as the researcher hoped to gain detailed information regarding participaŶts͛ thoughts 
and experiences (Boyce & Neal, 2006; Punch, 2005).   
Participant observation as a method was not practical as it required a person to take a role in the 
social setting which would have been too time-consuming for the researcher (Boyce & Neal, 2006).  
It was also impractical for RSE as they were conscious about the time that would be taken up by the 
research.  Also, focus groups would have been inappropriate as the researcher hoped for candid 
thoughts from participants and they may not have felt comfortable divulging information in a group 
setting, therefore one to one interviewing was deemed appropriate (Boyce & Neal, 2006).   
An advantage of in-depth interviews is that they provide more detailed data than that which is 
available through other data collection methods such as surveys (Fraser & Francis, 1998).  To answer 
the research questions, it was essential that in-depth perspectives were explored so any form of 
quantitative data collection or analysis would not be sufficient to answer the research aims.  
Another advantage of in-depth interviews is that this method is flexible and can be adapted easily to 
a wide range of topics thus there are no limits as to what can and cannot be talked about as it is up 
to the interviewee to share their experiences with the researcher (Punch, 2005). 
Additionally, interviews provide a relaxed setting in which to gain information from participants 
(Boyce & Neal, 2006). It is not an intimidating situation but more like a general conversation and 
given that many of the participants were vulnerable adults, a comfortable setting was important to 
ensure that participants were comfortable divulging personal information (Boyce & Neal, 2006). The 
researcher was mindful of the relaxed atmosphere as, being a previous resettlement worker herself, 
knew that ex-prisoners can be introverted and may find it hard to talk about their experiences.  The 
ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s past eǆpeƌieŶĐe as a ƌesettleŵeŶt ǁoƌkeƌ aŶd its ƌelatioŶ to this ƌeseaƌĐh ǁill ďe 
explored later in this section. 
However, there are limitations to in-depth interviewing. In-depth interviews may be prone to bias, 
for example participants may have wanted to show RSE in a positive light to demonstrate success 
(Boyce & Neal, 2006).  While the researcher aimed to gain authentic opinions from participants, 
their stake in the project could bias their responses, especially in terms of the pƌojeĐt͛s effiĐaĐǇ as 
‘“E͛s funding is reliant upon its success.  Therefore, the researcher needed an interview schedule to 
allow minimal bias and also work on interviewing techniques to minimise the chances of biased 
responses (Boyce & Neal, 2006).  Furthermore, building rapport with participants was also essential 
to minimise biased responses by reassuring them that responses would remain confidential 
(Bryman, 2012). 
Also, in-depth interviews are time-consuming because of the time that it takes to plan and design 
research instruments, conduct interviews, transcribe interviews and analyse the data, thus careful 
and timed planning by the researcher was essential (Boyce & Neal, 2006; Bryman, 2012).  
Furthermore, the researcher needs to be knowledgeable about the interview topic to develop new 
ƋuestioŶs fƌoŵ the iŶteƌǀieǁee͛s ƌespoŶses ;Kǀale, ϭϵϵϲͿ. The ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ŵust also ďe aďle to ŵake 
participants comfortable, appear interested in what participants are saying, avoid yes/no and 
leading questions, use appropriate body language and not be influenced by their own researcher 
bias (Boyce & Neal, 2006).  This issue was minimised by having a well thought out interview 
schedule.   
Sampling 
Qualitative sampling was used in this research.  Purposive sampling is the selection of units with 
direct reference to the research questions being asked therefore, the researcher selects their sample 
with particular research goals in mind (Bryman, 2012).  Purposive sampling is used for qualitative 
purposes due to the nature of qualitative research and the need to analyse a specific group of 
people (Bryman, 2012).  Staff, volunteers and service-users were contacted and all the staff and 
volunteers (approx. 30) who worked at the project were invited to take part.  This was achieved 
through the researcher being given access to staff and volunteer lists via a designated member of 
staff.   The researcher approached the staff and volunteers of the resettlement project by email. 
Not all service-users were contacted as this study was concerned with a specific type of ex-prisoner.  
Bryman (2012) explains that criterion sampling means sampling all units that meet a particular 
criterion.  In accordance with the literature, the researcher chose to use criterion sampling.  Firstly, 
we are concerned with short-term prisoners in this research as this prisoner group has been 
targeted in recent policies surrounding resettlement due to being the largest offender group in the 
prison population, amongst other reasons outlined elsewhere in this research (HMIPP, 2001; MOJ, 
2011; MOJ, 2013). Secondly, the Government also aim to target revolving door prisoners and those 
who persistently offend, as they have been deemed to be a particularly problematic group when 
trying to reduce reoffending (MOJ, 2011).  In addition, this research is not concerned with primary 
desistance (or an offence-free period) but secondary desistance and the internalisation of change 
and redirection of ex-pƌisoŶeƌ͛s liǀes ;MĐNeill et.al, 2012; Maruna & Farrall, 2004).  Therefore, 
supporting secondary desistance is crucial to reduce reoffending in terms of those who persistently 
offend and habitual offenders (McNeill et.al, 2012).  Thus, service-user criteria were set as such: to 
have served a sentence of 12 months or less, to have a previous offending history and to have been 
imprisoned more than once.     
Due to regulations at RSE, RSE could not allow the researcher access to their database unsupervised 
due to their confidentiality agreement so the researcher could only have access to the database via a 
designated member of staff, therefore presenting a risk of sampling bias.  A sampling bias is a 
distortion in the representativeness of the sample when some members of the population stand no 
chance of being selected (Bryman, 2012).  However, while the researcher was supervised during the 
sample selection, only the researcher had influence over who was selected to participate.    14 
service-users were contacted to participate as there were only 14 service-users on RSE͛s dataďase 
that met the service-user criteria. Service-users were first contacted via post and if there was no 
response within a week, the researcher contacted them by telephone.  The first 5-7 service-users 
who responded to the requests were interviewed.   
The intended sample was 7 staff/volunteers and 7 service-users.  Sample size in qualitative research 
can be difficult to establish as it is impossible to know how many participants will be needed to 
achieve rich data (Bryman, 2012).  A general rule of thumb is that the size should not be so small as 
to make it difficult to achieve informational redundancy yet neither too large as to make it difficult 
to undertake a deep analysis of the findings (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007).  Generally, the selection 
of participants should continue until the saturation point where they yield little additional 
information (Bachman & Schutt, 2009).  This was not possible as the researcher had to take into 
account time and resource constraints of the project.  RSE͛s ĐoŶsĐiousness of the time frame for this 
research meant the researcher had to make allowances and adjustments to the sample size in order 
to maintain good rapport with the organisation and maintain agreed access with organisational gate 
keepers. 
 
Research Instrument 
Semi-structured interviews were chosen for this research.  There are both unstructured and 
structured interviews, however, some argue that there is no such thiŶg as ͚uŶstƌuĐtuƌed͛ 
interviewing as, by definition, interviews have a focus and a purpose irrespective of how undirected 
they are by the researcher (Brinkmann, 2013; Bryman, 2012).  These types of interviewing are 
different to the quantitative method of structured interviews as unstructured and semi-structured 
interviews used in qualitative analysis centre around gaining greater generality in the formulation of 
initial research ideas and on gaining participants own perspectives (Bryman, 2012).  Semi-structured 
interviews were chosen because, while unstructured interviews are beneficial for their flexibility, the 
interviewer has no interview guide and this was not practical due to the different areas which were 
covered in this study (Bryman, 2012).   
In semi-structured interviews the researcher has a list of questions which need to be covered but the 
interviewee still has a lot of choice on how to respond (Bryman, 2012).  Also, the researcher may ask 
questions which are not on the guide by picking up on poiŶts of iŶteƌest fƌoŵ paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ giǀiŶg the 
interviewer flexibility (Bryman, 2012).  The flexibility of semi-structured interviews allows insights 
into how participants view the world; however, a limitation of any interview is that the researcher 
must have an appropriate technique to avoid leading participants (Bryman, 2012).  If the researcher 
asks leading questions then the data may lose its credibility and, therefore, the types of questions 
asked during the interview are paramount (Bryman, 2012).  To avoid leading questions, interview 
schedules must be planned around an outline of the interview topic and questions should be 
generally short and to the point as more details can be elicited through follow-up questions which 
can uncover true meanings (Bachman and Schutt, 2009).  Therefore, an interview schedule was 
prepared and general questions were tailored to answer the research questions and explore 
paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of ƌesettleŵeŶt aŶd the desistaŶĐe pƌoĐess.  While paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ were 
asked different questions depending on their responses, the same topics were covered and a similar 
wording used to each participant.   
Data recording is advantageous in semi-structured interviews and, because it was hoped that each 
interview would last around 45 minutes, a tape recorder was used where consent from the 
participant was given.  Tape recorders are often used in in-depth interviews; however, they may 
inhibit participants from being honest due to the thought of being recorded (Bachman & Schutt, 
2009).  Despite this, an absence of a tape recorder would mean constant note-taking which can 
prevent an adequate display of interest by the researcher and can hinder concentration (Bachman & 
Schutt, 2009).   
Once the data was collected, the researcher transcribed the interviews electronically to start data 
analysis.  Transcribing allows a thorough examination of participant responses as well as correcting 
the liŵitatioŶs of the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s ŵeŵoƌǇ ;Heƌitage, ϭϵϴϰͿ.  Also, tƌaŶsĐƌiďiŶg pƌoǀides ĐƌediďilitǇ 
and the reliability to the data as it opens the data up to scrutiny by other researchers who can 
undertake a secondary analysis which helps to counter accusations that an analysis may have been 
influenced by researcher bias (Heritage, 1984).  Furthermore, it allows the data to be reused in other 
ways, for example in the light of new theoretical ideas and findings (Heritage, 1984).  However, the 
procedure of transcribing is time-consuming for the researcher so the researcher planned a 
transcribing period in order to write-up the data (Boyce & Neal, 2006; Bryman, 2012).   
Thematic Analysis 
Thematic analysis was chosen for data analysis.  Thematic analysis is a common approach to 
qualitative data analysis although it has no identifiable heritage like grounded theory or critical 
discourse analysis (Bryman, 2012).  It is a method used for identifying, analysing and reporting 
patterns within data and can aid in organising and describing data in rich detail (Braun & Clarke, 
2006).  Therefore, themes within the data are identified through the use of codes and the themes 
and sub-themes are identified through the reading and rereading of transcripts (Braun & Clarke, 
2006; Bryman, 2012).  Thematic analysis was chosen due to the theoretical freedom it gives to the 
researcher in providing a detailed account of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Furthermore, as this 
research is concerned with the perceptions and opinions of those who engage in the resettlement 
and desistance process, the researcher needed to explore the complexity of the data which thematic 
analysis allows (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Bryman, 2012).   However, thematic analysis is rarely 
acknowledged in the social sciences as it is the researcher who identifies the themes within the data 
aŶd also the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s interpretations of what the themes mean and signify in relation to the 
research, making it vulnerable to researcher bias (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Bryman, 2012) 
The process of thematic analysis involves identifying themes and codes within the data-set (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). Firstly, the researcher must be familiar with the data in order to generate initial codes 
or indicators of themes within the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  Themes are identified which capture 
something important about the data with regard to the research aims and represents something 
which is recurring within the dataset (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  Once a theme is identified, the 
researcher reflects on the initial codes that have been generated to gain a sense of the continuities 
and linkages between them so that the researcher can generate concepts between inductive and 
deduĐtiǀe pƌoĐesses ;BaĐhŵaŶ & “Đhutt, ϮϬϬϵ; BƌǇŵaŶ, ϮϬϭϮͿ.  IŶ esseŶĐe, the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ͚pulls 
apaƌt͛ the data, iŶteƌpƌets it via inductive and deductive processes and then puts the data back 
together again more meaningfully in accordance with the literature (Bachman & Schutt, 2009).        
TheŵatiĐ aŶalǇsis ĐaŶ ďe doŶe eitheƌ ďǇ aŶ iŶduĐtiǀe ͚ďottoŵ-up͛ aŶalǇtiĐal pƌoĐess oƌ ďǇ a 
deduĐtiǀe ͚top-doǁŶ͛ aŶalǇtiĐal pƌoĐess ;BƌauŶ & Clarke, 2006; Frith & Gleeson, 2004; Hayes, 1997).  
AŶ iŶduĐtiǀe ͚ďottoŵ-up͛ appƌoaĐh to theŵatiĐ aŶalǇsis ŵeaŶs the theŵes ideŶtified aƌe heaǀilǇ 
liŶked to the data theŵselǀes ;BƌauŶ & Claƌke, ϮϬϬϲͿ. A deduĐtiǀe ͚top-doǁŶ͛ appƌoaĐh, oŶ the 
other hand, is heaǀilǇ theoƌetiĐal aŶd steeƌed ďǇ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s theoƌetiĐal iŶteƌests aŶd thus is 
more analyst-driven with a more detailed analysis of some aspect of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
As this ƌeseaƌĐh is heaǀilǇ theoƌetiĐal, a deduĐtiǀe ͚top-doǁŶ͛ aŶalytical process was used in order to 
identify themes within the data-set. 
Ethical Considerations 
Qualitative research can raise ethical issues and it is the responsibility of the researcher to identify 
the consequences of their involvement (Bachman & Schutt, 2009).   This research involved 
participants and ethical issues were taken into consideration to safeguard participants and the 
researcher.  These issues were dealt with to protect those involved and also to address how they 
might have impacted this study.  The researcher followed and upheld the British Society of 
Criminology code of ethics and this project was proved to be ethically sound by the University of 
Huddeƌsfield “Đhool of HuŵaŶ aŶd Health “ĐieŶĐes ‘eseaƌĐh ǀia the sĐhool͛s ethiĐs paŶel.   
Permission to undertake the study 
RSE agreed to give access and take part as a case study.  The terms of access discussed between the 
researcher and the Director were that the researcher would ďe gƌaŶted aĐĐess to ‘“E͛s staff and 
volunteer lists as well as the service-user database via a designated member of staff.  In accordance 
with their policies and procedures, the researcher was supervised during the sampling process.  
Furthermore, the researcher and RSE agreed that interviews would be undertaken at the RSE office.  
This was to safeguard both service-users and the researcher as a member of staff would always be 
present within the office.  However, interviews took place in a conference room with a closing door 
and no-one from RSE was present during the interviews. RSE also requested that the researcher be 
as quick as possible during data collection due to concerns about the time used by the researcher 
being there.  
 
 
Voluntary Participation 
Informed consent is essential with any research involving human participation and it is imperative 
that participants understand their involvement in the research in its entirety to freely participate 
(Bachman & Schutt, 2009).  The researcher made clear to participants that their involvement was 
entirely voluntary and they could withdraw from the research at any time with no questions asked.  
Furthermore, participants were asked to read a comprehensive information sheet before signing the 
consent form and agreeing to participate.   
The researcher and director of RSE agreed that incentives would need to be used to encourage 
service-user response rates.  While the use of incentives is a grey area in terms of perceived 
coercion, many studies of this nature have used incentives to encourage participation.  Wincup & 
Hucklesby (2007) explain that encouraging participation from ex-prisoners in particular is difficult 
and that this affects much of the research undertaken with this specific group.   Lewis et.al (2003) 
used incentives in the form of a £15 postal order in their evaluation of resettlement practice and 
Wincup & Hucklesby (2007) in their evaluations of resettlement projects used a £15 high street 
voucher to encourage participation.  It has been found in previous studies that use of incentives had 
a positive impact on the response rate of participants (Wincup & Hucklesby, 2007).  
However, there is a possibility of coercion.   Couper & Singer (2008) explain that incentives should 
not be used if there is a risk of psychological harm to the participant.  Therefore, it would be deemed 
coercive if participants were willing to take risks which they would not usually undertake for the 
purpose of participation and the persuasion of an incentive (Couper & Singer, 2008).  However, it 
has been noted that undue influence and the risk of coercion are more likely to occur through large 
value incentives rather than small ones (Couper & Singer, 2008).   
IŶ aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith ‘“E͛s policies no cash incentives were used.  While speaking to the director 
about appropriate incentives, the director suggested a supermarket voucher, as many ex-prisoners 
run out of food on a low budget.  The researcher initially agreed but later realised that alcohol is sold 
at supermarkets thus supermarket vouchers would not be appropriate given that service-users may 
have issues surrounding substance misuse.  Therefore, a range of small pre-purchased incentives 
were used which the participant could choose from should they participate.  The incentives were: a 
£10 Amazon voucher, a mobile top-up to the sum of £10 or a pre-prepared food hamper worth £10.  
These incentives were chosen as they posed no harm to participants and could not be used for 
prohibited or unacceptable purposes.  It was hoped that the use of incentives would encourage 
participation as the low-response rate is the main problem faced by researchers in this field (Wincup 
& Hucklesby, 2007). 
Confidentiality and Anonymity 
Confidentiality is essential and every effort should be made to protect the identity of those who take 
part (Bachman & Schutt, 2009) and, in this instance, also to protect the identity of the project.  
While fictitious names are often used to protect the identity of participants it is not always sufficient 
in providing participants with anonymity as individuals in the setting may be able to determine 
aŶotheƌ paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ideŶtitǇ thƌough aĐtioŶs oƌ ďehaǀiouƌs desĐƌiďed aŶd ŵaǇ theŶ ďeĐoŵe aǁaƌe 
of knowledge about their colleagues or service-users which had been formerly kept from them 
(Buchman & Schutt, 2009). Below are the potential issues and how they were resolved.   
Firstly, RSE (as an agency) may have been aware of who took part in this study as the interviews took 
place at their office.  The office is small and it would be impossible for staff and volunteers not to see 
who had taken part as the room where the interviews took place is directly in front of the RSE 
entrance.  Likewise, staff and volunteers may have known which of their colleagues had taken part in 
the research.  All participants were notified that the researcher could not guarantee that RSE would 
not know they had taken part in the research before agreeing to be interviewed.  They were also 
notified that they could withdraw from the research at any time, with no questions asked.  This 
information was given to them verbally and also in the form of an information sheet and consent 
form.  
“eĐoŶdlǇ, the oŶlǇ tiŵe that paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ĐoŶfideŶtialitǇ Đould haǀe ďeeŶ Đoŵpƌoŵised duƌiŶg this 
research was if they divulged information regarding a future offence, historic offences unknown to 
the police or RSE, a child protection issue or, if the researcher believed the participant or anyone 
else ǁas at ƌisk of haƌŵ.  IŶ this sĐeŶaƌio, the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s dutǇ would have been to inform RSE 
and/or the appropriate authorities.  All participants were notified of this before agreeing to 
participate.   
While RSE may have known who took part in the research, participants were assured that RSE would 
not know which participants had divulged specific data.  This was achieved by providing participants 
with pseudonyms and ensuring participant identities were protected at all times.  Additionally, 
where something was said during interviews which was relevant to the research but could have 
compromised anonymity, the details and events were changed by the researcher. Furthermore, only 
the researcher knows the sources of the information provided by participants and only the 
researcher and her supervisor had access to the information which participants provided.  The 
supervisor only had access to the information once data had been anonymised and all participants 
had been allocated a pseudonym.  Neither RSE nor any-one else had access to the data and all 
participants were notified of this before agreeing to participate. 
All participants were informed that data would be kept private and only the researcher would see it 
before anonymisation.  The transcribing process was done electronically by a computer and the 
identities of participants were changed during transcribing.  Participants were also informed that on 
completion of the research, collected data would be destroyed along with sample lists and anything 
that diǀulged paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ details aŶd ideŶtities.  PaƌtiĐipaŶts͛ personal information was not used 
anywhere in this research.  Electronic information will be permanently deleted, tape recordings will 
be destroyed and paper notes will be shredded.  Participants were notified that the only information 
remaining will be the information selected for use in this research and all data was dealt with in 
accordance with the Data Protection Act (1998).  Finally, participants were notified that the findings 
may be used in conferences, local seminars or academic peer review journals.  They were also 
informed that the University of Huddersfield, RSE and the researcher will be issued with final copies 
and that participants could request a final copy of the research. 
Support for Participants 
Subject wellbeing should be paramount to ensure that the research will not intentionally cause 
adverse consequences to any individual (Bachman & Schutt, 2009). While this may happen 
unintentionally, researchers must take care to avoid direct harm to the reputations or feelings of 
individuals and this is done, in part, by maintaining confidentiality (Bachman & Schutt, 2009).  
However, participant support was provided should they be affected by anything during this research.   
The researcher did not ask participants about their offence or offending history as it was of no 
relevance to the research.  However, participants were asked about their feelings and experiences of 
life in the community.  Therefore, the researcher put together a support sheet which was given to 
participants once the interview had ended.  Whilst it was unlikely that information of a distressing 
nature may arise, procedures were put in place to ensure that participants could gain access to 
support should they need it.  If information of a distressing nature did arise, the participant was 
notified that they could withdraw from the research if they needed to.  There was also an 
oppoƌtuŶitǇ at the eŶd of eǀeƌǇ iŶteƌǀieǁ foƌ the paƌtiĐipaŶt to ͚ǁiŶd-doǁŶ͛.   
Risk and Safety 
The researcher has worked in resettlement, both voluntarily and professionally, has received 
training to work with ex-prisoners in the community and worked with offenders in prison.  
Therefore, the researcher was able to draw upon the training throughout the field work to ensure 
that participants and the researcher were not at risk of harm.  Furthermore, the researcher is 
experienced in handling sensitive issues with service-users.  RSE service-users undergo risk 
assessments so the researcher was informed of concerns regarding participants.  While RSE do not 
work with sex offenders, they do have service-users who are of a concern to the police because of 
their behaviour. 
Researcher Bias and Conflicts of Interest 
The researcher has worked for RSE previously as a resettlement worker and therefore knew some 
staff and volunteers.  However, the researcher did not give staff or volunteers, who she knew in a 
professional capacity, preferential treatment.  All participants were asked questions of a similar 
nature around similar topics and were treated as any other participant.  While the researcher has an 
interest in RSE and has been involved in their work, the researcher was objective during fieldwork 
and data analysis.  The researcher did not let her personal feelings towards the project influence the 
questions asked or how the findings were analysed.  By using RSE as a case study, the researcher 
treated the case study, the field work and analysis of findings the same as if any other resettlement 
project was used as a case study.   
Summary 
In summary, a voluntary-sector resettlement project gave the researcher permission and access for 
use as a case study.  In order to explore perceptions and opinions of current resettlement practice, 
the researcher conducted a series of in-depth interviews with staff, volunteers and service users of 
the project.  The researcher proceeded to transcribe the interviews and, through a process of 
reading and re-reading transcripts, thematically analysed the data to identify codes within the 
dataset which were then interpreted in accordance with the literature. Throughout field work and 
analysis, ethical considerations remained paramount to the researcher and all ethical guidelines and 
agreements were upheld.  In the following section, we will explore the findings of this research and 
the links between resettlement, desistance theory and resettlement practice.   
 
 
 
 
 
 Findings & Discussion 
The following sections will discuss the findings in accordance with the literature review.  The findings 
are presented within an organisational framework, reflective of how much of the oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ 
practices accord with desistance research.  Thus the codes and themes found within the data are 
discussed in relation to theory and practice.  Pseudonyms have been used to protect the identities of 
participants.  Please note that quotes from respondents are in italics and where quotations are in 
bold font, emphasis has been added by the author.  The participant sample was smaller than 
expected due to low-response rates.  Therefore, data presented below is sourced from seven 
respondents: three staff members, two volunteers and two service-users.  The implications of the 
loǁ saŵple ǁill ďe disĐussed iŶ the ͚‘efleĐtioŶs͛ seĐtioŶ of this ƌeseaƌĐh.     
Much of what has been found accords with previous research into voluntary-sector providers and 
resettlement.  However, here new light is shed on why voluntary-sector providers may not be 
encouraging desistance through resettlement work. 
Practice Model 
RSE use the seven pathways to successful reintegration model set out in the Reducing Reoffending 
National Action Plan (2004) and therefore focus on seven areas of intervention: accommodation, 
education, training and employment, finance, drugs and alcohol, health, family and relationships and 
finally, attitudes, thinking and behaviour.  This is expected as these interventions have been 
specified as crucial to the resettlement of short-term prisoners and this is the prisoner group that 
RSE focus their efforts towards (SEU, 2002).  RSE assess these interventions in their assessment tool  
which displaǇs iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶs as ͚seĐtioŶs͛ which the service-user must rate on a scale of 1- 8 in terms 
of importance.  Therefore, RSE work to the traditional model of needs-based resettlement and focus 
on offending-related factors (Raynor, 2004).  In terms of sub-models, RSE fit ǁithiŶ aŶ ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ 
defiĐit͛ ŵodel of ƌesettleŵeŶt aŶd thus see seƌǀiĐe-users as victims of social circumstance (Raynor, 
2004). This was evidenced in pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs͛ opiŶioŶs aŶd, theƌefoƌe, the oƌgaŶisatioŶ appƌoaĐhes 
resettlement from the deterministic viewpoint that environmental needs lead to offending and that 
environmental needs will lead a way out of offending:  
 ͞….leadiŶg a Đƌiŵe fƌee life aŶd ofteŶ that͛s aďout pƌoǀidiŶg people ǁith alteƌŶatiǀes eƌŵ, Ǉou 
know, financial reasons and motivations are reasons for them committing crimes and make 
suƌe theǇ͛ǀe got aĐĐess to ďeŶefits, to eƌŵ, aŶǇ soƌts of gƌaŶts oƌ loaŶs that theǇ ŵaǇ ďe 
eligible for, erŵ, aŶd lookiŶg iŶto aŶǇ soƌt of eŵploǇŵeŶt oppoƌtuŶities….although, Ǉou kŶoǁ, 
it soƌt of takes loŶgeƌ to get ŵoŶeǇ that ǁaǇ [eŵploǇŵeŶt] it͛s hoŶest ŵoŶeǇ isŶ͛t it…so ǁe͛ll 
foĐus oŶ that so stealiŶg doesŶ͛t ďeĐoŵe theiƌ soƌt of optioŶ͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).    
Therefore, the focus is on addressing environmental interventions in their work.  In leaflets and 
pamphlets distributed around the prison, RSE describe their service as: 
͞‘“E is a resettlement project which aims to reduce reoffending and contribute to building 
safer communities…HELP WITH: accessing housing and employment, support with drug and 
alcohol problems, money and debt issues.  Also family support and getting in touch with 
others who can help͟ ;‘“E, leaflet, ϮϬϭϮ).   
This description resonates with answers from all staff and volunteers when asked what type of 
service they provide:   
 ͞I mean our primary role in a nutshell is to help and support guys to basically live a crime free 
life and we do that in a number of ways, practical ways, looking at all the pathways including 
accommodation, jobs, training….͟(Geoff, I:1, Staff).   
 ͞it͛s a thƌough the gate seƌǀiĐe…the tƌuth is it takes a loŶg tiŵe to put iŶ housiŶg ƌefeƌƌals to 
get men set up and deal with debts to housing providers, that kind of stuff͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).  
 ͞…ǁe help ǁith housiŶg ďeŶefits, aĐĐess to ŵediĐal seƌǀiĐes ..͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer).   
 When asked whether their work addressed both environmental factors and internal processes one 
member of staff and one volunteer responded accordingly: 
͞..DefiŶitelǇ ǁelfaƌe Ŷeeds.  I doŶ͛t thiŶk that is the ǁaǇ it should ďe ďut Ǉeah͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).   
͞It͛s ŵoƌe pƌaĐtiĐal stuff, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ǁe do appliĐatioŶs foƌ theŵ aŶd thiŶgs like that͟ (Susan, 
I:3, Volunteer). 
It has been documented elsewhere that resettlement services have been criticised for this as they 
tend to dismiss a multi-causal approach necessary to encourage personal change (McNeill & Weaver, 
2010; Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Maruna, 1999; Moore, 2012).  However, economic circumstances 
and their effects on service-users are not to be underestimated as one staff-member explained:  
͞It͛s ǀeƌǇ diffiĐult foƌ soŵeoŶe to eŶgage iŶ suppoƌt oƌ ask foƌ help ǁith aŶǇ otheƌ outĐoŵes 
when they haǀeŶ͛t got a ƌoof oǀeƌ theiƌ head aŶd that ofteŶ takes the ƌole of the ŵaiŶ pƌioƌitǇ͟ 
(Joe, I:2, Staff).   
This is reflective of the hierarchy of needs theory.  This theory of human motivation suggests that 
biological and physiological needs, such as food and shelter, come first with all other needs being 
secondary (Maslow, 1943). While this is logical and immediate needs are important to address they 
are not the only factors necessary to achieve desistance or successful resettlement thus 
environmental and internal factors should be addressed simultaneously (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).   
If these were the only responses and definitions provided, then establishing the type of service that 
RSE provides would be simple.  However, there was discord, not only among staff members but 
among RSE͛s oǁŶ defiŶitioŶs ƌegaƌdiŶg ǁhat tǇpe of seƌǀiĐe theǇ provide.  Online, RSE give a 
different account of their services in comparison to the one used in leaflets:   
͞The suppoƌt Ŷeeds aƌe those ideŶtified ďǇ the seƌǀiĐe useƌ as ďeing significant to them in 
maintaining a crime-free life.  As well as assisting a service user to access accommodation, 
training and employment we provide assistance in becoming organised and attending 
appointments; getting into mental health services or supported housing.  Our staff and 
ǀoluŶteers are traiŶed to address aŶd discuss ŵeŶ’s attitudes toǁards offeŶdiŶg aŶd deal 
with these specific issues in order to promote change͟ ;‘“E, 2013; online)  
This definition suggests a service which simultaneously seeks to addƌess ďoth ͚huŵaŶ͛ aŶd ͚soĐial͛ 
capital; internal processes and environmental factors.  Two members of staff reflected this definition 
by indicating that internal processes were addressed: 
͞….at the eŶd of the daǇ like aŶd this is ǁhat I͛ǀe said the attitudes, thinking and behaviour 
uŶderpiŶs eǀerǇthiŶg for ŵe persoŶallǇ so it doesŶ͛t ŵatter ǁhat theǇ͛ǀe ideŶtified as a 
priority, well it does matter, but I think the attitudes, thinking and behaviour is going to tie into 
this as well͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff)  
 ͞it͛s holistiĐ suppoƌt that ǁe pƌoǀide I thiŶk so I thiŶk theƌe defiŶitelǇ is a lot of atteŶtioŶ to 
attitudes and internal processes and looking how we can support them to change rather than 
ǁhat ǁe ĐaŶ put iŶ plaĐe to ŵake it look as though theǇ͛ǀe ĐhaŶged͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff). 
Also, RSE offers long-term support which would indicate a service not just focused on addressing 
short-term environmental interventions: 
͞…BasiĐallǇ, ‘“E say that the support is there for as long as a service-user needs it..͟ ;“usaŶ, I:ϯ, 
Volunteer) 
“…we can give in-depth support to a larger number of service users.͟ ;Joe, I:Ϯ, “taffͿ. 
Despite the opportunity of in-depth or long-term support, staff and volunteers said that service-users 
usually withdraw from support once welfare needs are met:    
͞..You kŶoǁ, a lot of the tiŵe theǇ ǁaŶt soŵeoŶe to help theŵ to haǀe soŵeǁheƌe to go oŶ 
the daǇ theǇ͛ƌe ƌeleased aŶd theŶ afteƌ a ďit theǇ ŵight ǁaŶt help fiŶdiŶg a joď aŶd theŶ theǇ 
saǇ theǇ͛ƌe ok aŶd leaǀe..͟ ;“usaŶ, I:ϯ, VoluŶteer). 
͞…soŵe people use us like aŶ iŶsuƌaŶĐe poliĐǇ.  If theǇ͛ǀe got soŵeǁheƌe to go ǁheŶ theǇ 
Đoŵe out ďut theǇ thiŶk ͚oh ǁell aĐtuallǇ, if theǇ ĐaŶ offeƌ ŵe aŶǇthiŶg ďetteƌ͛ so theǇ ǁill go 
thƌough the ǁhole assessŵeŶt pƌoĐess ǁith us ǁhile theǇ͛ǀe got ŶothiŶg to do ǁhile theǇ͛ƌe 
iŶside aŶd see if ǁe ĐaŶ Đoŵe up ǁith a peŶthouse suite foƌ theŵ oŶ ƌelease aŶd ǁheŶ ǁe ĐaŶ͛t 
offeƌ that eƌŵ theŶ theǇ thiŶk ͚oh ǁell I͛ll stiĐk ǁith plaŶ A aŶd I͛ll go aŶd staǇ ǁith ŵǇ fƌieŶds͛ 
aŶd ǁe͛ll Ŷeǀeƌ see theŵ agaiŶ…͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).   
These responses accord with a picture of an organisation which does, in fact, predominantly address 
short-term environmental needs.  Also, as we have seen, the organisation advertises itself to service-
users as addressing short-term environmental interventions.  Therefore, service-users can only be 
expected to engage on that basis.  This also resonated with a service-user when asked whether he 
had received support with his personal development and skills:  
 ͞I didŶ͛t eǀeŶ kŶoǁ oǁt aďout that like I didŶ͛t kŶoǁ that theǇ eǀeŶ did stuff like that͟ ;Aƌthuƌ, 
I:4, SU).       
In short, it was difficult to establish what type of service RSE perceives itself to provide.  On one 
hand, organisational definitions and participant responses point to a mono-factor approach to 
resettlement (environmental needs), while on the other, organisational definitions and participant 
responses point to a multi-factor approach (environmental needs and internal processes).  
Therefore, it is unclear what the organisation perceives itself to do and it would seem that RSE has a 
confused identity.  Evidence to support that the organisation takes a mono-factor approach to 
resettlement, by focusing on environmental welfare interventions, will be drawn out in these 
findings in the exploration of the service which the organisation actually provides.   
Measuring Success 
RSE state that their aim is to contribute towards reducing reoffending (RSE, 2013) and participant 
responses echoed this: 
  ͞..to ƌeduĐe ƌeoffeŶdiŶg, that͛s defiŶitelǇ the goal is that theǇ leaƌŶ to liǀe a life fƌee fƌoŵ 
Đƌiŵe..͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).  
While RSE Đlaiŵ that theiƌ ͞ultiŵate ŵeasuƌe of suĐĐess is that a ŵaŶ ŵaiŶtaiŶs a Đƌiŵe-free life 
following release froŵ pƌisoŶ͟ ;‘“E, ϮϬϭϯ), there was no evidence to support this claim and their 
methods of measuring success do not accord with measuring reoffending or desistance outcomes. 
Firstly, RSE measure success based on short-term outputs:   
͞..ǁe ƌeĐoƌd suĐĐess iŶ teƌŵs of has soŵeoŶe got a house, has someone got a job, has 
someone got onto an education course, has someone dealt with their debts and all that kind of 
stuff…͟ ;Joe, I:Ϯ, “taffͿ   
This reflects a mono-faceted approach to resettlement and this particular method of measuring 
success has been criticised by others (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007). Also, the organisation measures 
success through tracking reconviction rates which does not measure reoffending or desistance 
outcomes. RSE (2013) states that outcomes are measured through tracking reconviction rates every 
6, 12 and 18 months.  Staff responses confirmed this method: 
͞..she͛ll [the diƌeĐtoƌ] ďe lookiŶg at stuff like, ǁell, if a peƌsoŶ has staǇed out of pƌisoŶ siǆ 
months after release, twelve months after release and eighteen months after release…͟ ;Geoff, 
I:1, Staff).  
 ͞…ǁe ĐheĐk ǁhetheƌ theǇ haǀe goŶe ďaĐk iŶside oƌ Ŷot so that͛s hoǁ ǁe do that͟ (Reginald, 
I:6, Staff).   
Reducing reoffending and reducing reconvictions are not the same thing and reconviction rates are 
not a clear indication as to whether someone is reoffending (McNeill et.al, 2012).  Furthermore, 
while they measure success under the umbrella of reconviction, they actually only record their 
success in terms of imprisonment.  Where it is found that a service-user has not gone back to prison 
it is recorded as a measure of success, however, a service-user could have reoffended, been 
reconvicted and sentenced to a community order which RSE would know nothing about, particularly 
when tracking service-users who are no longer engaged with the project.   
This could be problematic for the organisation when bidding for Payment by Results contracts as 
pƌoǀideƌs͛ leǀel of paǇŵeŶt ǁill ďe depeŶdeŶt oŶ the ƌeduĐtioŶs iŶ ƌeoffeŶdiŶg theǇ aĐhieǀe ;MOJ, 
2013). Furthermore, the Ministry of Justice aims to see offenders completely desist from crime and 
thus will enforce a binary desistance measure i.e. rewarding only complete desistance (MOJ, 2013).  
However, while official policy deems that desistance must be measured, there is evidence to suggest 
that poliĐǇ does Ŷot fullǇ appƌeĐiate the Ŷatuƌe of desistaŶĐe as usiŶg ͚ƌeduĐiŶg ƌeoffeŶdiŶg͛ as a 
means of measuring desistance is too narrow (McNeill et.al, 2012).  This is because recidivism is not 
a straightforward measure of behaviour change or shifts in identity and, therefore, using reducing 
reoffending as a sole measure of success is unlikely to determine success in terms of desistance 
(McNeill et.al, 2012).  To measure desistance, projects must be able to measure long-term 
desistance-outcomes which require the collection of subjective qualitative data (McNeill et.al, 2012). 
McNeill et.al ( 2012) explain that qualitative longitudinal research by following up ex-offenders and 
gathering detailed evidence about the influences on their desistance could be a possible medium for 
doing this.  However, this type of measuring could be hindered by the voluntary nature of the 
project which may not have the funds or capacity to implement these methods.   
Resettlement & Quantitative Data 
Noticeable about the methods of measuring outcomes is that they are both quantitative methods.  It 
would be naïve to suggest that funders and their demands do not steer the work, to an extent, of 
voluntary resettlement projects (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007) and short-term outputs and statistics of 
imprisonment are easier for funders and investors to process as they are tangible outputs and 
quantifiable facts.  This could be indicative of a wider problem in resettlement as quantitative data is 
not only used in measuring success but also in assessing prisoners and this points to a lack of faith, in 
general, in the utilisation of the qualitative social sciences in resettlement practice. 
AŶ eǆaŵple of this is OA“Ǉs, the tool used ďǇ pƌoďatioŶ to ideŶtifǇ offeŶdeƌs͛ ƌisks of reoffending 
which is based on a questionnaire which calculates percentage indications of these risks (Inside 
Time, 2012).  These scores are calculated considering a number of factors such as static factors, 
dynamic factors and probation officers own professional judgement (Inside Time, 2012).  However, 
the problem with quantitative data is that it does not paint a clear and detailed picture and it was 
found that probation officers who used OASys often dismissed the quantitative outcome as they did 
not feel it was an accurate reflection of the offender (Newbold, 2011).  Therefore, in many cases it 
was the professional and individual judgements of probation officers that were relied upon when 
dealing with offenders rather than the output of OASys (Newbold, 2011). Quantitative data is 
unhelpful as the predominant way of measuring and assessing desistance as human beings, along 
with their reasons for and methods of personal change are complex, therefore numbers, 
percentages and outputs cannot reveal accurately what will lead or has led a person to positive 
change (McNeill et.al, 2012). 
Internal Processes  
As the organisation uses the seven interventions, an acknowledgment of the internal processes of 
service-users would be expected due to the pathway of ͚attitudes, thiŶkiŶg aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ͛ ;ATBͿ.  
Also, ͚ATB͛ has its own section on the assessment tool. 
 It was found that the organisation did not assess where service-users were, oŶ the ͚speĐtƌuŵ͛, in 
teƌŵs of addƌessiŶg ATB aŶd this ǁas eǀideŶt iŶ paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ƌespoŶses ǁheŶ asked what 
practitioners aim to find out about service-users when they come to the ATB section in the 
assessment:   
 ͞I thiŶk, oh god, I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ…I͛ll just ďe like ͚aƌe Ǉou ǁilliŶg to eŶgage?͛ Oƌ just see hoǁ 
theǇ͛ƌe geŶeƌallǇ thiŶkiŶg͟…theŶ oŶĐe theǇ͛ƌe out [of pƌisoŶ] I͛d saǇ askiŶg theŵ if theǇ feel as 
though I͛ŵ still doiŶg ŵǇ joď foƌ theŵ…͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer).     
͞eƌŵ……is that the oŶe ǁheƌe Ǉou ask theŵ hoǁ theǇ͛ƌe feeliŶg at that stage?͟…I doŶ͛t ƌeallǇ 
ƌeĐall to ďe hoŶest, otheƌ thaŶ that͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer). 
GeŶeƌal ƋuestioŶs suĐh as ͞hoǁ aƌe Ǉou feeliŶg?͟ suggests a laĐk of uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of hoǁ to utilise 
the ATB intervention in accordance with successful resettlement practice. Also, it was found that 
ATB may not be recognised or understood by practitioners on a level which is conducive to 
successful resettlement and desistance work, as practitioners see ATB as the same as the other 
interventions and, therefore, the individual chooses whether ATB is an issue or not:   
͞…I͛ŵ Ŷot suƌe if its [ATB] considered a priority because the assessment is not about what I 
deeŵ as a pƌioƌitǇ ďut ǁhat theǇ thiŶk is a pƌioƌitǇ..͟ ;Geoff, I:ϭ, “taffͿ.   
͞..theǇ͛ll [seƌǀiĐe useƌs] saǇ soŵethiŶg isŶ͛t aŶ issue ǁheŶ it ĐleaƌlǇ is aŶd that ĐaŶ ŵake it 
diffiĐult…ďut Ǉou ĐaŶ͛t ŵake theŵ do soŵethiŶg theǇ doŶ͛t ǁaŶt to do͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer).   
This indicates a lack of understanding of ATB as it is not just another pathway but will determine 
how an individual addresses the other six interventions (Raynor, 2007).  In order to appreciate ATB it 
should be considered central to resettlement plans and assessments rather than part of an 
iŶdiǀiduals͛ ƌesettleŵeŶt plaŶs ;Youth Justice Board, n.d.). 
The organisation may, however, perceive itself as addressing ATB intrinsically.  One of the 
oƌgaŶisatioŶs seƌǀiĐe desĐƌiptioŶs ĐleaƌlǇ states ͞͞Ouƌ staff aŶd ǀoluŶteeƌs aƌe tƌaiŶed to addƌess 
aŶd disĐuss ŵeŶ͛s attitudes toǁaƌds offeŶdiŶg aŶd deal ǁith these speĐifiĐ issues iŶ order to 
pƌoŵote ĐhaŶge͟ ;‘“E, 2013; online).  However, it was found that staff and volunteers received no 
training to do this:   
 
 ͞…hŵŵŵŵ…iŶteƌestiŶglǇ ǀeƌǇ little iŶ teƌŵs of foƌŵal tƌaiŶiŶg…eƌŵ, I͛ǀe Ŷeǀeƌ had aŶǇ 
specific training eƌŵ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ǁe͛ƌe Ŷot a ĐouŶselliŶg seƌǀiĐe so the idea isŶ͛t that ǁe all 
become counsellors.͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).    
͞it ǀaƌies ƌeallǇ, eƌŵ, ďeiŶg a ĐhaƌitǇ ǁe͛ƌe Ŷot ƌeallǇ iŶ a positioŶ ǁheƌe ǁe͛ǀe got tƌaiŶiŶg like 
I doŶ͛t haǀe a ďudget foƌ tƌaiŶiŶg aŶd iŶ pƌeǀious joďs I͛ǀe had a ďudget foƌ tƌaiŶiŶg͟ (Geoff, 
I:1, Staff). 
Also, when volunteers were asked if they had received training to address the ATB of service-users, 
they responded: 
͞No, Ŷot that I ĐaŶ ƌeŵeŵďeƌ͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer).  
 ͞Hŵŵŵ…Ŷo, Ŷot that I ĐaŶ thiŶk of͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer). 
We could deduce then that the practice of the organisation does not address the ATB of service- 
users intrinsically or in accordance with resettlement and desistance work for the simple reason that 
they are not trained to do so.  However, three practitioners said that they did address the ATB of 
service-users despite any training:   
 ͞ ǁe aƌe alǁaǇs addƌessiŶg attitudes, thiŶkiŶg aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ…Ǉou kŶoǁ foƌ eǆaŵple, ǁheŶ 
soŵeoŶe is ďeiŶg ƌaĐist, Ǉou ĐaŶ eitheƌ igŶoƌe it oƌ Ǉou ĐaŶ ĐhalleŶge it…it͛s kiŶd of iŶtƌiŶsiĐ to 
what we do but I don͛t thiŶk I͛ǀe eǀeƌ speĐifiĐally spelt it out to volunteers in that way, if that 
ŵakes seŶse?͟ ;‘egiŶald, I:ϲ, “taffͿ 
 ͞so theǇ [seƌǀiĐe useƌs͛] ŵight saǇ ͚Ǉeah, Ǉeah, Ǉeah I ǁaŶt to liǀe soŵeǁheƌe͛ so theŶ I ĐaŶ 
saǇ ͚ǁell aĐtuallǇ Ǉou said iŶ Ǉouƌ attitudes, thiŶkiŶg aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ that Ǉou͛ƌe still goiŶg to 
take dƌugs͛. The attitudes, thiŶkiŶg aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ uŶdeƌpiŶs eǀeƌǇthiŶg foƌ ŵe peƌsoŶallǇ͟ 
(Geoff, I:1, Staff).  
͞He kŶoǁs that I͛ŵ theƌe to like haǀe a Đhat ǁith ďut he kŶoǁs that I͛ll tell hiŵ, I͛ll saǇ ͚Look 
ǁhat Ǉou ďeiŶg a pƌat foƌ?͛ Oƌ I͛ll sit doǁŶ aŶd giǀe hiŵ the hoŶest tƌuth ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďeiŶg like 
͚Ǉeah, Ǉeah, that͛s fiŶe do ǁhat Ǉou ǁaŶt͛ kiŶd of thiŶg͛.͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer)  
Noticeable here are the foci around the challenging of behaviours and, in this way, practitioners 
address an aspect of ATB.  However, they do not address ATB fully in a way which is conducive to 
successful resettlement and desistance work.  Also, the single association between challenging and 
ATB suggests a lack of understanding of the multi-faceted nature of ATB and the role which internal 
processes play in successful resettlement and desistance work.  There was further evidence of a lack 
of understanding when practitioners were asked about the nature of ATB:   
 ͞It͛s Ŷot ouƌ joď to ĐhaŶge…to, eƌŵ…ŵiŶd ǁaƌp theŵ͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff).  
͞ I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ…ǁe get taught aďout diffeƌeŶt situatioŶs aŶd hoǁ to deal ǁith if a seƌǀiĐe useƌ 
ďeĐoŵes aggƌessiǀe oƌ aŶǇthiŶg like that͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer).   
These responses implied a level of confusion between practitioners about what ATB is and how it 
can be utilised in resettlement and teƌŵs suĐh as ͞ŵiŶd ǁaƌp͟ suggest that ATB is peƌhaps 
discouraged.  Services can refer service-users to other agencies for any intervention which they do 
not address internally (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  Although, throughout the data, there was no 
evidence to suggest that RSE did this in relation to ATB.  
Hoǁeǀeƌ, poliĐǇ does Ŷot ŵake Đleaƌ ATB͛s ƌole iŶ ƌesettleŵeŶt pƌaĐtiĐe.  “oŵe poliĐies ascribe 
ATB to accredited cognitive programs such as cognitive self-change and managing anger (NOMS, 
2004; RRNAP, 2004).  Other organisations ascribe ATB to forms of restorative justice whereby 
individuals are encouraged to meet victims of crime and see the impact which crime has on 
individuals and the community (Restorative Thinking, 2013).  These two practices come from 
competing theoretical roots.  The first practice is rooted in needs-based resettlement and 
addressing criminogenic attitudes, thinking and behaviour, and the second practice is rooted in 
restorative justice and accords with a strengths-based model of resettlement.  
In summary, the organisation may perceive itself to address the ATB of service-users but this is not 
the case as staff and volunteers have no training to do so.  The lack of understanding as to what ATB 
is and how it can be implemented could be a consequence of, or made worse by, the approach 
which the organisation takes to resettlement work as this model, by its nature, neglects the multi-
causal nature of desistance.  Therefore, the ATB intervention (and the only intervention which 
emphasises the role of human agency in resettlement) is not utilised effectively or appreciated.  
Policy, however, does nothing to aid understanding as there are competing theoretical positions 
present.  While this is an issue, the issue which cannot be ignored is that neglecting internal 
processes is likely to be a barrier in competing for contracts through PbR schemes, as providers 
which fail to acknowledge any internal processes are unlikely to be successful in both resettlement 
and desistance (Maguire & Raynor, 2006). 
Assessing Desistance Readiness 
When it comes to assessing desistance readiness, the organisation has practices which could assess 
desistance readiness but are not utilised to do so.  The organisation has an individualist, person-
centred approach to resettlement and both assessments and action plans are led by the service-
user: 
͞It͛s Ƌuite a ǀisual thiŶg, Ǉou kŶoǁ, soƌt of saǇiŶg theǇ͛ƌe in the centre of that and this is about 
ǁhat theǇ ǁaŶt help ǁith ƌatheƌ thaŶ us ĐoŵiŶg iŶ aŶd saǇiŶg ͚Ǉou ĐleaƌlǇ haǀe a dƌug 
pƌoďleŵ, Ǉou͛ƌe ĐleaƌlǇ stealiŶg to fuŶd that dƌug use͛..͟ ;Joe, I:Ϯ, “taffͿ.   
͞..theǇ ideŶtifǇ ǁhat theiƌ Ŷeeds aƌe.  It͛s ƌeallǇ led ďǇ theŵ it͛s peƌsoŶ ĐeŶtƌed aŶd theǇ do it iŶ 
ĐoŶsultatioŶ ǁith us eƌŵ ďut at the eŶd of the daǇ, all ǁe͛ƌe doiŶg is faĐilitatiŶg theŵ aŶd 
suppoƌtiŶg theŵ so to speak͟ ;Geoff, I:ϭ, “taffͿ. 
However, service-users are asked to identify their needs in relation to offending: 
 ͞..aŶǇ of the thiŶgs theǇ ideŶtifǇ eƌŵ that theǇ Ŷeed to stop theŵ fƌoŵ goiŶg ďaĐk iŶside aŶd 
stop theŵ ƌeoffeŶdiŶg͟ ;‘egiŶald, I:ϲ, “taffͿ.   
͞…ideŶtifǇiŶg thiŶgs, Ǉou kŶoǁ, so that theǇ ĐaŶ ĐoŵfoƌtaďlǇ liǀe ǁithout feeliŶg the Ŷeed to 
ƌeoffeŶd͟ ;Geoff, I:ϭ, “taffͿ 
Therefore, assessments revolve around identifying offending-related factors rather than factors 
which would be conducive for them to change (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  Desistance is a subjective 
process which is different for every person based on various factors in their lives, not simply 
offending related factors (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  The focus on identifying criminogenic factors is 
not surprising, as needs-based models identify needs which are specifically related to offending thus 
the emphasis, in opportunity deficit models, is centred on immediate welfare needs (Raynor, 2007).  
However, this means that desistance-focused work is not present at the beginning of service-user 
support.  There was further evidence to support that desistance- readiness is not assessed:   
 ͞…ǁe assess theiƌ Ŷeeds foƌ ǁheŶ theǇ Đoŵe out aŶd ask theŵ what theǇ ǁaŶt suppoƌt ǁith..͟ 
(Sally, I:5, Volunteer).  
 ͞…it͛s gettiŶg theŵ to ideŶtifǇ what theǇ ǁaŶt suppoƌt ǁith…͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff).   
Notice the foci on what service-users want support with rather than why they want to change.  
Service-users demonstrated the difference between these two concepts: 
 ͞I Ŷeeded a ďit of suppoƌt, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ǁith housiŶg Ŷeeds aŶd ǁoƌk aƌea͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU).   
͞BasiĐallǇ, I haǀe aŶ alĐohol pƌoďleŵ…͟ ;“Đott, I:ϳ, “UͿ.   
However, when asked specifically why they wanted to change they revealed the significance of these 
objectives: 
͞I͛ǀe got a little ďoǇ so, he͛s oŶlǇ seǀeŶ ŵoŶths old so I ǁaŶted to get out and get a place and 
try to get a job and stuff like that to be like a better role model for him and take care of him 
aŶd stuff like that ƌeallǇ͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU) 
͞It͛s ďeĐause ŶoŶe of ŵǇ faŵilǇ ǁaŶt aŶǇthiŶg to do ǁith ŵe Ŷoǁ…theǇ͛ǀe takeŶ as ŵuĐh as 
they ĐaŶ aŶd ŵǇ daughteƌ has just tuƌŶed Ϯϭ Ŷoǁ so I doŶ͛t see heƌ aŶǇŵoƌe.  MǇ ŵotheƌ, ǁho 
I loǀe to this daǇ, she͛s Đut ŵe off..͟ (Scott, I:7, SU).   
These reasons for, or motivations to, change revolved around service-users͛ family relationships.  
However, the organisation not recognising service-users͛ reasons for change was evident when 
service-users were asked if they had received support to build these relationships:     
 ͞No Ŷot ƌeallǇ. It͛s ŵoƌe like he͛ll [ƌesettleŵeŶt ǁoƌkeƌ] make appointments for me with 
housiŶg aŶd stuff aŶd lookiŶg foƌ help ǁith ǁoƌk͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU).   
͞No, it͛s just ƌeallǇ aƌouŶd alĐohol to ďe hoŶest…͟ (Scott, I:7, SU). 
We touched upon the importance of family relationships in the literature review and, despite the 
organisation claiming that they provide support with family issues in their advertisements (RSE, 
leaflet, 2012), no evidence was found to support this.  Overall, we can deduce that the significant 
factors in service-users lives and their intrinsic motivations are not elicited or supported by the 
organisation.  This is concerning, given that practitioners felt that successful resettlement was 
ultimately down to the indiǀidual͛s ŵotiǀatioŶ to ĐhaŶge:    
 ͞..theƌe aƌe a feǁ people ǁho aƌe iŶ the ĐƌiŵiŶal justiĐe sǇsteŵ ǁithout any support and they 
staǇ out of prisoŶ ďeĐause theǇ͛re ŵotiǀated eŶough to ĐhaŶge aŶd I thiŶk that͛s ǁhat it 
really comes down to when you strip back the support...͟ ;Geoff, I:ϭ, “taffͿ.   
͞..it͛s doǁŶ to theiƌ iŶdiǀidual ŵotiǀatioŶ..theƌe aƌe soŵe people who, erm, have grown sick of 
offending and they want to change, you know, so if they really want to then hopefully they will 
eŶgage ǁith suppoƌt..͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff). 
However, if the organisation does not identify and support service-useƌs͛ ŵotiǀations to change they 
cannot expect service-users to have or maintain those high-levels of motivation.  Service-users 
admitted that their motivations were low since being in the community: 
͞..ǁhile Ǉou͛ƌe iŶ theƌe [pƌisoŶ] Ǉou͛ǀe got that ŵuĐh tiŵe oŶ Ǉouƌ haŶds so Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou͛ll do 
aŶǇthiŶg ǁheŶ Ǉou get out of pƌisoŶ aŶd that Ǉou͛ll staŶd outside the joď ĐeŶtƌe all daǇ ďut Ǉou 
doŶ͛t do it ǁheŶ Ǉou͛ƌe out, Ǉou kŶoǁ, Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou͛ƌe goiŶg to do all this stuff aŶd theŶ Ǉou 
just doŶ͛t do it͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU). 
It could perhaps be that the organisation assumes service-user motivations to be the objective 
factors that they identify in assessments and this would be supported by the needs-based 
opportunity deficit model the organisation works within. While service-users were, of course, 
concerned with environmental needs, their motivations for change lay in what those objectives 
meant to them as opposed to the objective itself.   McNeill & Weaver (2010) describe this 
iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ͚suďjeĐtiǀe͛ ŵeaŶiŶgs aŶd ͚eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal͛ faĐtoƌs as a ͚ǀiƌtuous͛ ĐiƌĐle ǁheƌe 
hope and hopefulness is realised through environmental opportunities which, in turn, reinforce hope 
and hopefulness.  However, it is essential that environmental opportunities are seen as precisely 
that aŶd Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ hooks foƌ ĐhaŶge aŶd, theƌefoƌe, iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶs ŵust addƌess ͚oďjeĐtiǀe͛ 
faĐtoƌs aŶd ͚suďjeĐtiǀe͛ ŵeaŶiŶgs aŶd siŵultaneously attend to both (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).   
Not identifying service-user motivations for change also has implications when it comes to service-
user set-backs.  Set-backs are commonplace during resettlement and can severely affect service-
users (Maguire & Raynor, 2006): 
 ͞It ĐaŶ ďe haƌd foƌ theŵ to saǇ get a joď foƌ eǆaŵple aŶd I thiŶk that ĐaŶ ďe ǀeƌǇ de-
ŵotiǀatiŶg like theǇ Đoŵe out aŶd theǇ͛ƌe ƌaƌiŶg to go aŶd theŶ theǇ get that ƌejeĐtioŶ aŶd 
theǇ just slip ďaĐk iŶto theiƌ old ǁaǇs͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer). 
͞..if theǇ ĐaŶ ŵaiŶtaiŶ positiǀitǇ theŶ that͛s gƌeat ďut also set-backs can knock that and then 
soŵetiŵes theǇ go ďaĐk to offeŶdiŶg͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer). 
͞…Ǉou kŶoǁ, Ǉou tuƌŶ up foƌ appoiŶtŵeŶts Ǉouƌself aŶd Ǉou͛ƌe keepiŶg up ǁith it aŶd theŶ you 
staƌt to disďelieǀe iŶ it ďeĐause Ǉou doŶ͛t see Ŷo ĐhaŶge aŶd ďeĐause Ǉou͛ƌe Ŷot seeiŶg 
aŶǇthiŶg Ǉou thiŶk Ǉou ŵight as ǁell go ďaĐk to Ǉouƌ old ǁaǇs͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU). 
Therefore, when set-backs occur, practitioners are left with nothing to sustain motivations as they 
do not recognise service-useƌ iŶtƌiŶsiĐ ŵotiǀatioŶs.  This, Đoupled ǁith the oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ failuƌe to 
address service-user internal processes, means that resilience cannot be built and thus set-backs can 
severely effect service-user engagement.  A lack of resilience was evident in service-user comments: 
͞…I͛ŵ fiŶdiŶg it haƌd eŶough as it is to Đope ďeĐause it͛s just oŶe thiŶg afteƌ aŶotheƌ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, 
so I thiŶk I͛ll just haǀe oŶe [dƌiŶk] like a ĐaŶ of lageƌ oƌ a Đouple of piŶts at the pub and then it 
just esĐalates fƌoŵ theƌe, Ǉou kŶoǁ?͟ (Scott, I:7, SU). 
Resilience research suggests that most people will do well despite exposure to great adversities; 
however, practices must be in place which facilitate resilience rather than hinder it (Masten, 2001).  
This can be done by moving away from deficit models and adopting strengths-based models to 
replace them (McNeill et al, ϮϬϭϮ; O͛LeaƌǇ, ϭϵϵϴͿ.  A stƌeŶgths-based model is, however, 
fundamentally at odds with the deficit model which the organisation works within.  
Relationships  
In the previous section it was evidenced that the organisation does not explicitly support service-
user family relationships in a way which is conducive to supporting desistance.  We also know that 
the organisation does not encourage the acquisition of human capital as they do not address 
internal processes.  However, professional relationships can activate both human and social capital 
within an individual (Burnett, 2004; Farrall, 2004). 
The organisation has a mentoring system in place using a large base of volunteers in order to 
support service-users.  Much can be achieved within the context of a relationship and mentors can 
become positive role models for ex-prisoners, can trigger a number of intrinsic changes for ex-
pƌisoŶeƌs thƌough ͚lookiŶg glass͛ teĐhŶiƋues aŶd ĐaŶ eŶaďle eǆ-prisoners to develop pro-social 
relationships (Burnett & Maruna, 2006; Farrall, 2004; Giordano et al, 2002).  The importance of 
mentoring, therefore, in terms of desistance is placed upon the relationship itself and the changes 
which these relationships can initiate. 
There are different ways in which the voluntary-sector may utilise mentoring and The Scottish 
Mentoring Network (2006) identified that some utilise it as such: 
 ͞MeŶtoƌiŶg- The role of the volunteer is to work with the mentee solely on agreed objectives 
which are clearly stated at the start.  Each meeting focuses primarily on achieving the 
oďjeĐtiǀes, aŶd the soĐial ƌelatioŶship if aĐhieǀed is iŶĐideŶtal͟ ;“Đottish Mentoring Network, 
2006; p.1).   
Evidence of this way of working with regards to mentoring was found within the data set:   
͞..they [service users] are matched up with a volunteer who generally meets them on release 
and helps theŵ to aĐhieǀe those thiŶgs that theǇ͛ǀe ideŶtified that they want to achieve and 
help theŵ to ƌesettle ǁith housiŶg aŶd the thiŶgs ǁe͛ǀe just talked aďout…it͛s Ŷot ďefƌieŶdiŶg 
ǁe doŶ͛t just go aŶd sit aŶd haǀe a Đhat ǁith theŵ͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff).   
Similarly, volunteers indicated that their meetings were focused on meeting objectives:   
͞…ǁheŶ aŶ aĐtioŶ plaŶ is set it͛s kiŶd of like ͚okaǇ, ǁell ǁe͛re goiŶg to go aǁaǇ aŶd do this 
aŶd Ǉou go aǁaǇ aŶd do that͛ aŶd agree oŶ a tiŵe aŶd aĐtioŶs for the Ŷeǆt ŵeetiŶg…Ǉou 
know, they might have alcohol and drugs problems or help finding employment and training͟ 
(Susan, I:3, Volunteer)  
͞..eƌŵ, iŶ ŵeetiŶgs ǁe  work on the things they have identified that they need help with, you 
kŶoǁ, if theǇ͛ǀe got proďleŵs ǁith housiŶg or aŶǇthiŶg.  Erm and we do applications for them 
foƌ thiŶgs like that..͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer).   
Thus the crux of service-user and mentor meetings is to meet objectives outlined in initial 
assessments.  There was also evidence to suggest that the relationship between service-user and 
mentor was considered secondary as when practitioners were asked why mentors were important 
to the organisation, staff replied:  
͞…it͛s doǁŶ to ĐapaĐitǇ so ǁe͛ƌe a sŵall oƌgaŶisatioŶ aŶd ǁe doŶ͛t haǀe the capacity.. now 
where volunteers come in and I think is crucial to the service is that they can attend 
appointments and they do a lot of follow up stuff, you know, chasing various agencies and erm 
making appointments and stuff like that and working on action plaŶs…“o I thiŶk the ǀoluŶteeƌs 
plaǇ a ĐƌuĐial ƌole͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff) 
͞…I haǀe liŵited tiŵe eƌŵ, Ǉou kŶoǁ..ďut this ŵodel of having volunteers who can each take 
on one or two service users allows each resettlement worker to potentially support say fifteen 
to twenty people..the fact that we have volunteers who can accompany them to appointments 
aŶd assessŵeŶts aŶd theǇ help theŵ fill iŶ papeƌǁoƌk..͟ ;Joe, I:Ϯ, “taffͿ. 
͞….it͛s diffiĐult foƌ a paid ƌesettleŵeŶt worker because they have very large case-loads to 
consistently give support and a volunteer can provide that and that weekly opportunity to go 
aŶd its foĐused ǀoluŶteeƌiŶg..͟ ;‘egiŶald, I:ϲ, “taffͿ.   
The importance of volunteers is placed upon the capacity they provide for the organisation as 
opposed to their mentor role which further evidences a lack of understanding of desistance in 
resettlement from an organisational and practitioner perspective. The organisation not recognising 
the significance of the relationships which mentors can create with service-users was also evidenced 
in ǀoluŶteeƌs͛ laĐk of tƌaiŶiŶg oŶ how to be a mentor:   
 ͞…ǁell the iŶduĐtioŶ tƌaiŶiŶg is thƌee days and is about what volunteers do so we talk to them 
about agencies that can be used to help for things such as housing erm also like boundaries 
exercises and risk-assessŵeŶt aŶd eƌŵ, Ǉou kŶoǁ health aŶd safetǇ aŶd eŵeƌgeŶĐies…͟ 
(Reginald, I:6, Staff). 
͞…eƌŵ, ǁe haǀe tƌaiŶiŶg ďefoƌe ǁe ďeĐoŵe a ǀoluŶteeƌ aŶd that tells Ǉou aďout hoǁ to haǀe 
ďouŶdaƌies ǁith seƌǀiĐe useƌs aŶd that kiŶd of stuff…͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer) 
͞...ǁell, the thiŶg is Ǉou piĐk up a lot of it duƌiŶg shadoǁiŶg aŶd Ǉou kiŶd of, you know, work 
with the resettlement ǁoƌkeƌs aŶd stuff ďut theƌe isŶ͛t a poiŶt ǁheƌe Ǉou sit doǁŶ aŶd talk 
aďout hoǁ Ǉou ŵeŶtoƌ soŵeoŶe oƌ ǁhat it iŶǀolǀes....͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer).   
Therefore, volunteers are not trained on how or why they should build relationships with service-
users and the only time relationships are mentioned is in relation to creating boundaries with 
service-users.  As we can see, the significance of a mentoring relationship is not mentioned in the 
three-daǇ ͚iŶduĐtioŶ-tƌaiŶiŶg͛, Ŷoƌ is it addressed in the ͚pƌaĐtiĐal-tƌaiŶiŶg͛.  The concern with 
͚shadoǁiŶg͛ is that if staff-members do not have the training or recognition of the significance of 
professional relationships, then volunteers cannot effectively support desistance through mentoring.  
Naturally by working with someone some form of relationship will develop; however, if it is not 
desistance-focused then it is unlikely to be significant to the service-user to support desistance.  
Also, there is evidence to suggest that the relationships which are created between practitioners and 
service-users could be undermined by certain practices in place.  
RSE aƌe a ͚thƌough-the-gate͛ seƌǀiĐe aŶd the importance of this has been mentioned elsewhere in 
this review, however the crux is that it is important because continuity of contact allows a 
relationship of trust to be built before release with a support-worker and thus, encourages 
engagement and sustainment of motivation in the community (Burnett, 2004).  However, at RSE, the 
person who sees the service-user while in custody is often not the same person who works with 
them in the community:   
͞…a ƌesettleŵeŶt ǁoƌkeƌ ǁho is a staff ŵeŵďeƌ assesses theiƌ Ŷeeds iŶ pƌisoŶ…aŶd theŶ theǇ 
are matched up with a volunteer worker who generally supports them in the community so the 
ŵajoƌitǇ of theŵ ŵeet theŵ iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ..͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff). 
͞..I saǇ to eǀeƌǇoŶe that if theǇ ǁaŶt suppoƌt oŶĐe theǇ͛ƌe ƌeleased theŶ theǇ ǁill haǀe the 
opportunity to have a volunteer to suppoƌt theŵ.  I ǁoŶ͛t ďe theiƌ eƌŵ, theiƌ ŵaiŶ suppoƌt 
ǁoƌkeƌ oŶĐe theǇ͛ƌe iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ…͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff). 
͞…ǁe aiŵ to ǁoƌk ǁith guǇs ǁheŶ theƌe͛s thƌee ŵoŶths left of theiƌ seŶteŶĐe ďut it͛s Ŷot 
always the case when we get referrals so we can see someone maybe just a few weeks before 
theiƌ ƌelease aŶd it͛s ǁell kŶoǁŶ to see soŵeoŶe like last ŵiŶute of the daǇ oƌ tǁo ďefore 
ƌelease…it͛s usually a resettlement worker who sees them in prison and then on release theǇ͛ƌe 
matched with a volunteer͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff).   
This break in continuity was confirmed by volunteers when they were asked if they met their current 
service-users in prison: 
͞…theǇ [resettlement workers] usually see them [service users] maybe like a couple of times 
ďefoƌe theǇ͛ƌe out.  I didŶ͛t ŵeet ŵǇ seƌǀiĐe useƌ iŶ pƌisoŶ though..͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer). 
͞No, Ŷo, I didŶ͛t ŵeet hiŵ iŶ pƌisoŶ͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer). 
Therefore, the relationship between service-user and support-worker is broken once service-users 
are in the community and thus service-users have to begin the process of building relationships, 
particularly building trust, with another person.  This could also potentially reduce the possibility of 
service-users engaging on release.  Trust between practitioners and service-users is significant as a 
reciprocation of trust can enable service-users to maintain a pro-social identity by feeling that 
someone believes in them and it has been found that trust has a significant impact on those who 
desist from crime (Farrall & Calverley, 2006).  However, within the dataset there was evidence of 
elements of distrust between staff and service-users by implying that service-users need to be 
͚ĐheĐked-up͛ oŶ: 
͞…I ŵeaŶ it depeŶds oŶ the seƌǀiĐe useƌ as some of them can be a little bit dishonest and be 
saǇiŶg differeŶt thiŶgs to differeŶt people aŶd if Ǉou͛re haǀiŶg regular contact with those 
other support ǁorkers theŶ Ǉou͛re ŵore likelǇ to erm, pick up on those kinds of things…͟ 
(Joe, I:2, Staff). 
Trust, however, is further undermined and potentially jeopardized when it comes to termination of 
support. 
On paper, RSE haǀe a ͞thƌee stƌikes aŶd Ǉou͛ƌe out͟ poliĐǇ ǁith ƌegaƌds to terminating service-user 
support:   
͞…if Ǉou look iŶ ouƌ papeƌ ǁoƌk theŶ it saǇs thƌee ĐhaŶĐes depeŶdiŶg oŶ ǁhat has happeŶed..͟ 
(Reginald, I:6, Staff).  
In reality, it was found that service-users were given many chances by staff and volunteers; however, 
termination of support is down to the discretion of the support-worker. 
͞We tƌeat eǀeƌǇoŶe oŶ aŶ iŶdiǀidual ďasis ǁe ƌeallǇ doŶ͛t geŶeƌalise…at the end of the day a 
lot of the tiŵe it͛s left up to the resettleŵeŶt worker to make that decision..it͛s not unusual 
like theƌe aƌe a Đouple of guǇs oŶ ŵǇ ďooks ǁho I͛ǀe had to seŶd oŶe of ouƌ letteƌs out to aŶd 
saǇ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ͚ǁell look iŶ the past Ǉou kŶoǁ Ǉou͛ǀe suďsĐƌiďed to ouƌ seƌǀiĐe X aŵouŶt of 
tiŵes aŶd Ǉou͛ǀe Ŷeǀeƌ eŶgaged aŶd ǁe͛ǀe laid out suppoƌt foƌ Ǉou aŶd Ǉou͛ǀe Ŷot doŶe aŶǇ of 
these thiŶgs so ŵaǇďe this is Ŷot the ƌight seƌǀiĐe foƌ Ǉou͛…͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff). 
͞..it͛s doǁŶ to the iŶdiǀidual resettleŵeŶt worker, you know, there are some service users I 
know of who, erm, ask for help numerous times and then not engage numerous times and 
theƌe Đoŵes a poiŶt ǁheƌe ǁe haǀe to saǇ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ͚look ǁe ĐaŶ sigŶpost Ǉou to otheƌ 
ageŶĐies ǁho ĐaŶ help ďut ǁe ǁoŶ͛t ĐoŶtiŶue͛..Ǉou kŶoǁ, Ǉou͛re trǇiŶg to assess their erŵ 
motivation and how willing they are to match that motivation with action…͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).  
This method of termination could put a strain on the relationship between service-user and support-
worker as one service user demonstrated: 
 ͞..[suppoƌt ǁoƌkeƌ] said to ŵe ͚it͛s gettiŶg to the stage ǁhere I͛ŵ giǀiŶg up oŶ Ǉou ďeĐause I 
doŶ͛t kŶoǁ hoǁ ŵuĐh ŵore I ĐaŶ do͛….so if I͛ŵ still ĐoŵiŶg doǁŶ heƌe [‘“E],which I hope I 
aŵ, ďeĐause I doŶ͛t just ŵeaŶ ĐoŵiŶg doǁŶ heƌe I ŵeaŶ the life heƌe as ǁell…Ǉou kŶoǁ, 
[suppoƌt ǁoƌkeƌ] said ͚Ǉou Ŷeed to get out “Đott, Ǉou ĐaŶ͛t just ďe staǇiŶg iŶ Ǉouƌ flat all the 
tiŵe aŶd dƌiŶkiŶg Ǉou keep lettiŶg ŵe doǁŶ aŶd it͛s Ŷot just ŵe Ǉou͛ƌe lettiŶg doǁŶ, Ǉou͛ƌe 
lettiŶg Ǉouƌself doǁŶ͛..͟ (Scott, I:7, SU) 
Therefore, while-ever the threat of support termination is there, a reciprocation of trust between 
service-users and practitioners is unlikely to be fully realised.  We can also deduce from these 
findings that the organisation do not fully appreciate the nature of relapses in desistance, as these 
can be relapses not just in action (or reoffending) but also in behaviour (Maguire & Raynor, 2006).  
We can see from the above responses that practitioners can terminate support based on 
pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs͛ assessŵeŶts of seƌǀiĐe-user motivation.  However, as we have established, RSE neither 
identify nor support service-user motivations and therefore service-users cannot be expected to 
engage on that basis.  
Reintegration, Self-Identity and Identity Change  
There are many aspects of desistance and resettlement which can facilitate and maintain identity 
change associated with secondary desistance (McNeill et.al, 2012).  Reintegration is one such aspect 
and the organisation has practices in place which encourage the reintegration of service-users.  The 
social exclusion that ex-prisoners face makes reintegration difficult and service-users demonstrated 
attributes such as a bleak outlook on life, low self-ďelief aŶd shaŵe, ĐoŶsisteŶt ǁith a ͚spoiled 
ideŶtitǇ͛ ;c.f. Goffman, 1963; Maruna, 2001): 
   ͞..I ďelieǀe that I might ĐhaŶge ďut it͛s just a ŵatteƌ of ǁheŶ…I͛ǀe got aŶ aiŵ iŶ life ďut I 
doŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁhether I͛ll get there..͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU). 
͞EǀeƌǇ daǇ is diffeƌeŶt aŶd eǀeƌǇ daǇ ǀaƌies.  “oŵetiŵes I thiŶk, Ǉou kŶoǁ, Ŷoǁ that I͛ǀe Đoŵe 
to see Ǉou aŶd I thiŶk ͚Ǉeah I ĐaŶ do it͛ but then when I get home and I lock that door behind 
ŵe, it͛ll ďe differeŶt͟ (Scott, I:7, SU). 
͞…soŵe people just ǁoŶ͛t giǀe Ǉou a ĐhaŶĐe, Ǉou kŶoǁ, I͛ŵ Ŷot positiǀe ďut it ĐhaŶges froŵ 
daǇ to daǇ...Ǉou kŶoǁ, I͛ŵ ǁorrǇiŶg all the tiŵe, it͛s stressiŶg..͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU). 
͞…eǀeƌǇoŶe theƌe [iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ] kŶoǁs ŵe foƌ ďeiŶg aŶ alĐoholiĐ, Ǉou kŶoǁ,…people 
avoid me, you know, they distance themselves from me…it has a kŶoĐk oŶ effeĐt ǁith ŵǇ 
family, you know, theǇ doŶ͛t ǁaŶt ŵe, ŵǇ faŵilǇ hate ŵe.  Especially my two nieces, they 
detest me so you just give up and you treat yourself like that, like I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ aŶǇ ďetteƌ 
thaŶ that so I ŵight as ǁell just ĐaƌƌǇ oŶ aŶd do it [dƌiŶk]…͟ (Scott, I:7, SU).    
It has been outlined elsewhere the importance of encouraging community acceptance but, most 
notably, this can be done by showing society that ex-prisoner resettlement is something worth 
investing in (Maruna, 2006).  RSE have two practices which support reintegration and the activation 
of social capital through sustaining networks within the community (Maruna, 2006; Farrall, 2004). 
One of which is encouraging service-users to participate in voluntary work:     
 ͞…ǁe look at ǀoluŶtaƌǇ ǁoƌk oƌ soŵethiŶg like that, ǁe tƌǇ to foĐus oŶ that ǁith all seƌǀiĐe 
users whether theǇ hope to get iŶto ǁoƌk oƌ Ŷot ďeĐause it͛s to get theŵ aƌouŶd people ǁho 
also ǁaŶt to ďetteƌ theiƌ liǀes aŶd ǁaŶt to do soŵethiŶg pƌoduĐtiǀe͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).  
͞..ǁell, I thiŶk ǁe do thiŶgs like ǁe eŶĐouƌage theŵ [seƌǀiĐe useƌs] to get iŶǀolǀed iŶ 
volunteering to engage with the local community, things like community centre.  I mean at a 
very basic level, things like going to the library to start that kind of community engagement 
ǁheƌe theǇ͛ƌe aĐtuallǇ gettiŶg out theƌe aŶd ďeiŶg paƌt of thiŶgs..͟ ;‘eginald, I:6, Staff). 
RSE also have a gym club which service-users are encouraged to join: 
 ͞…ǁe͛ǀe got a gǇŵ Đluď ǁhiĐh ǁe͛ƌe pilotiŶg ǁhiĐh is foƌ ouƌ seƌǀiĐe useƌs to take paƌt iŶ ďut 
erm, the outcome is, the end goal is that if they attend regularly then ǁe͛ll ďuǇ theŵ a gǇŵ 
pass foƌ siǆ ŵoŶths so theǇ ĐaŶ theŶ ĐoŶtiŶue doiŶg that…I thiŶk ďut also theǇ ĐaŶ go out of the 
Đlosed sessioŶs that ǁe do aŶd agaiŶ theǇ͛ƌe ǁith otheƌ gǇŵ useƌs so theǇ͛ƌe not just hanging 
out with RSE͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff).   
However, staff and volunteers did not recognise that these practices promote the acceptance of ex-
prisoners to the community: 
 ͞…ouƌ ŵotiǀatioŶ isŶ͛t foƌ theŵ to get aĐĐeptaŶĐe fƌoŵ soĐietǇ…soŵe eƌŵ paƌts of soĐietǇ ǁill 
never accept people who have been in prison so I doŶ͛t thiŶk the aiŵ is to ďe aĐĐepted ďǇ 
soĐietǇ.͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff).   
͞…ǁe ĐaŶ͛t ƌeallǇ ĐoŶtƌol ǁhat soĐietǇ thiŶks aŶd I doŶ͛t thiŶk theƌe͛s aŶǇthiŶg that ǁe ĐaŶ 
ƌeallǇ do aďout that͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer).   
Therefore, identity-change as a concept aŶd its faĐilitatioŶ thƌough a ͚lookiŶg-glass͛ teĐhŶiƋue 
between the service-user and the community was not recognised, indicating that reintegration in 
relation to desistance was not properly understood. The implementation of these practices could, 
however, stem from the underlying voluntary-sector ethos of community involvement and the 
community foundations which the voluntary-sector is built upon. 
There were also inconsistent understanding between staff and volunteers as to why service-users͛ 
self-perceptions were important in resettlement work.  One staff member demonstrated a clear link 
between service-user self-perception and labelling: 
 ͞..I͛ŵ Ŷot suƌe ǁhetheƌ its ĐoŶfideŶĐe oƌ self-esteeŵ oƌ ǁhetheƌ it͛s ŵoƌe just hoǁ they feel 
theŵselǀes ďeiŶg laďelled ďǇ faŵilǇ oƌ pƌoďatioŶ offiĐeƌs eƌŵ geŶeƌallǇ if Ǉou ďelieǀe Ǉou͛ƌe aŶ 
offeŶdeƌ theŶ Ǉou offeŶd ǁheƌeas if Ǉou ďelieǀe Ǉou͛ƌe aŶ eǆ-offender, and I try to use that 
teƌŵ ǁith seƌǀiĐe useƌs, theŶ hopefullǇ theƌe͛s soŵe ƌeĐogŶitioŶ eǀeŶ though it͛s a suďtle 
diffeƌeŶĐe…͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff). 
However, other staff members saw service-user self-perceptions as important in terms of how they 
needed to be challenged: 
 ͞…soŵe guǇs that ǁe ǁoƌk ǁith aƌe ǀeƌǇ ĐoĐkǇ, ĐoŶfideŶt aŶd soŵetiŵes its bravado, you 
kŶoǁ, it͛s a shoǁ aŶd theǇ Ŷeed that ďƌaǀado to ďe stƌipped ďaĐk..͟ ;Geoff, I:ϭ, “taffͿ 
͞…Ƌuite ofteŶ in our case meeting resettlement ǁoƌkeƌs ǁill saǇ ͚I͛ǀe got this peƌsoŶ, he thiŶks 
it ǁasŶ͛t his fault, he thiŶks he͛s goiŶg to Đoŵe out and get back with his girlfriend who he has 
ďeateŶ up͛ aŶd ǁe kŶoǁ that is Ŷot goiŶg to ǁoƌk out like that so Ǉeah defiŶitelǇ self-
peƌĐeptioŶ is iŵpoƌtaŶt͟ (Reginald, I:6, Staff). 
͞..soŵe guǇs ,ǁheŶ ǁe assess theŵ ǁhile theǇ͛ƌe still iŶ pƌisoŶ ǁill saǇ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, theǇ͛ƌe liǀiŶg 
a crime-fƌee life aŶd ǁe kiŶd of haǀe to saǇ ͚ǁell, Ǉou͛ƌe Ŷot eǀeŶ fƌee of the ĐƌiŵiŶal justiĐe 
sǇsteŵ Ǉet so ǁe ĐaŶ͛t ŶeĐessaƌilǇ saǇ that͛..aŶd foƌ a lot of people it͛s gettiŶg theŵ to ďe 
ƌealistiĐ aďout that͟ (Joe, I:2, Staff). 
Particularly interesting is the last response, as this could have been a service-user trying to initiate 
the beginnings of a pro-social identity.  It is unsurprising that the organisation neither fully recognises 
nor understands the concept of identity change directly in relation to reintegration and desistance as 
many of their practices, along with their way of working, militates against personal change and thus 
identity change (Raynor, 2007).  It is suggested that the concept of identity change should be 
embedded within the organisational framework in order for desistance identities to be facilitated 
and supported (Burnett & Maruna, 2006).  Service-users͛ responses indicated that a narrative 
approach would be helpful to them, particularly in terms of bringing the past and the future 
together: 
͞ …I thiŶk Ǉou Ŷeed to ďe ƌeŵiŶded dailǇ of ǁhat Ǉou did ďefoƌe aŶd ǁhat Ǉou ǁeƌe like ďefoƌe 
aŶd ǁhat Ǉou Đould ďe gettiŶg aŶd ǁheƌe Ǉou͛ƌe going now, you know, stuff like that takes a 
loŶg tiŵe..͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU). 
For this service user, looking to the past is something which he thought would be helpful.  However, 
in accordance with traditional resettlement practice (and labelling theories) RSE wish for service-
users to move away from their pasts:  
͞…the faĐt that Ǉou͛ƌe saǇiŶg that Ǉou used to do this oƌ that, Ǉou kŶoǁ, it͛s iŶ Ǉouƌ past just 
like lots of otheƌ thiŶgs that Ǉou͛ǀe doŶe iŶ Ǉouƌ past.  You doŶ͛t Ŷeed to ďƌiŶg that to the 
forefront͟ (Geoff, I:1, Staff). 
͞…soŵe ƌeĐogŶitioŶ saǇiŶg ͚that͛s iŶ the past aŶd this is Ǉouƌ oppoƌtuŶitǇ to ŵoǀe aǁaǇ fƌoŵ 
that͛…͟ ;Joe, I:Ϯ, “taffͿ.   
Resettlement seeks to move individuals away from their past in order to make individuals more 
future-orientated (Prison Reform Trust, 2012).  Also, labelling theory suggests offenders move away 
from their negative labels and previous deviant behaviours (Becker, 1963).  However, Maruna (2001) 
suggests that looking to the past can be helpful for service-users in order for them to make sense of 
theiƌ pƌeǀious ďehaǀiouƌs aŶd ǁhat has led theŵ to ďe ͚ƌeďoƌŶ͛ as the good peƌsoŶ theǇ alǁaǇs 
were underneath. In this case, the past is used in order to provide a narrative to the future (Maruna, 
2001):  
͞..I suppose ŵaǇďe it would be better if you could see something that you could be, you know, 
so Ǉou ĐaŶ alǁaǇs tƌǇ to aiŵ foƌ that ďeĐause Ǉou seeŵ to lose tƌaĐk of that…it͛s hard to ďe 
aďle to see Ǉourself, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ďut if Ǉou had soŵe goals aŶd ďe like ͚ǁell this is ǁhere we 
are Ŷoǁ͛ aŶd theŶ ͚this is ǁhere ǁe͛re goiŶg to ďe͛ aŶd hopefullǇ ǁe͛ll eŶd up there, do Ǉou 
know what I mean?...being able to see something further and see what you could achieve 
from that.͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU).    
IŶteƌestiŶglǇ, ͚dƌeaŵs͛ ǁhiĐh had ďeeŶ shattered or not realised were mentioned: 
 ͞..TheǇ ŵight haǀe had a dƌeaŵ ǁheŶ theǇ ǁeƌe ǇouŶgeƌ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, ďefoƌe theǇ ǁeŶt to pƌisoŶ 
aŶd theŶ oŶĐe theǇ͛ǀe Đoŵe out theǇ just put that to oŶe side aŶd theǇ just thiŶk that it͛s Ŷot 
possiďle to aĐhieǀe that͟ (Susan, I:3, Volunteer) 
͞…I still thiŶk Ǉou ǁaŶt, Ǉou kŶoǁ eǀeƌǇoŶe͛s got like a dƌeaŵ oƌ ǁhateǀeƌ aŶd Ǉou still ǁaŶt 
that or even just to be a standard guy like everyone else, you know, like Joe Bloggs down the 
ƌoad͟ (Arthur, I:4, SU).   
These ͚dƌeaŵs͛ Đould be the intended destination of the desistance journey and, therefore, 
desistance is not the outcome of short-term goals but of far-reaching ones which enable ex-
pƌisoŶeƌs to see a ͚futuƌe-self͛ so theǇ ǁill take Đaƌe of theiƌ ͚pƌeseŶt-self͛ ;Faƌƌall & Calverley, 2006; 
McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  Due to the short-term interventions which the organisation addresses 
and their assessments of immediate environmental factors, however, suggests that service-users 
may not be encouraged to look to goals which stretch that far:   
 ͞..it͛s ďetteƌ to ŵake little goals ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďig goals aŶd theŵ gettiŶg totallǇ oǀeƌǁhelŵed 
ďǇ ǁaŶtiŶg to aĐhieǀe that͟ (Sally, I:5, Volunteer). 
RSE may have neither the time nor resources to continue with a service-user until they reach the 
͚dƌeaŵ͛, hoǁeǀeƌ, seƌǀiĐe-users should be encouraged to see a bigger picture in which these 
short-term goals fit (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).   
Summary of Findings 
In summary, RSE practice does not accord with desistance research. Evidence throughout this 
research outlines an organisation which addresses immediate welfare interventions and this was 
evidenced through the organisation͛s assumptions about offending behaviour, their methods of 
measuring success, their assessments of service-users and the training given to staff and volunteers.   
Therefore, the organisation does not take a multi-factor approach to resettlement and thus cannot 
support the desistance process.  Through a traditional way of working the organisation enables 
service-useƌs to ͚get ďaĐk oŶ theiƌ feet͛ ďut theƌe is Ŷo foĐus toǁaƌds faĐilitatiŶg aŶd eŶĐouƌagiŶg 
personal change.   
Due to practices which could support desistance being in place, however, it seems that the 
organisation exhibits a confused identity in terms of the service it provides i.e. the adoption of a 
mentoring system, offering long-term support to service-users and having the ATB intervention on 
their assessments.  These practices, however, rather than being utilised to support desistance, were 
used to support their own way of working.  We saw this evidenced through the significance of 
mentoring being placed on the capacity which volunteers provide, service-users withdrawing from 
support once practical welfare needs were met and the incorrect utilisation of the ATB intervention.  
Ultimately, support is not desistance-focused, as staff and volunteers are not trained to be 
desistance-focused.  What is clear is that it is not enough to support desistance by simply having 
desistance-based practices in place; they must be understood in order to be used to support 
desistance.  These findings are underpinned by a lack of recognition or understanding of desistance 
in resettlement on an organisational and therefore practitioner level.  This could be a consequence 
of, or made worse by, the model which the organisation works within and therefore these findings 
can be considered circular.  
Collectively, however, these findings force us to consider whether the implementation of desistance 
can be supported by voluntary-sector providers due to implications surrounding the theoretical and 
structural frameworks within which voluntary-sector organisations work.  This will be explored 
below in the discussion of why desistance may be difficult for voluntary-sector organisations to put 
into practice.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Implications of Desistance in Resettlement 
 
The above findings force us to consider whether desistance theory is useful for resettlement 
practice.  In short, desistance theory is difficult to apply as the theoretical and structural frameworks 
of voluntary-sector organisations do not support the implementation of desistance.   
Firstly, desistance is at odds with standard forms (or models) of resettlement practice.  The collective 
finding that the organisation works explicitly to address criminogenic welfare factors and, therefore 
takes a mono-faceted approach to resettlement work, is unsurprising.  This is because it fits within a 
traditional model of resettlement practice.  We know that the majority of resettlement services 
work to a needs-ďased ŵodel ǁhiĐh eŶĐoŵpasses ďoth ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ defiĐit͛ aŶd ͚offeŶdeƌ 
ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛ suď-models (Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007; Raynor, 2004).  We also know that it is 
mainly voluntary-sector organisations ǁhiĐh ǁoƌk ǁithiŶ aŶ ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ defiĐit͛ ŵodel ;HuĐklesďǇ & 
Wincup, 2007).  IŶ teƌŵs of aŶ ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ defiĐit͛ suď-model, a desistance way of working requires 
a different perspective regarding offending behaviour and the areas to address in resettlement 
(Hucklesby & Wincup, 2007).  However, traditionally, resettlement is primarily concerned with the 
welfare-needs of offenders and this is evident in the emphasis placed on them for over one hundred 
years (NEPACS, 2014) and, if we cast our minds back to the literature review, the definitions of 
resettlement in official discourse, support a service which addresses only environmental welfare 
needs (HMIPP, 2001; MOJ, 2012).  That is not to say that service-providers should not adapt to new 
ways of working but it is not difficult to see why many still work with this focus.  Furthermore, 
despite the introduction of desistance in policy and practice, these definitions remain unchanged 
and unrevised.   
Even if voluntary-sector organisations adopted aŶ ͚offeŶdeƌ ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛ ŵodel, like statutory 
services, theǇ ǁould still Ŷot fullǇ aĐĐoƌd ǁith desistaŶĐe. While ͚offeŶdeƌ ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛ ŵodels 
address the internal processes of ex-prisoners it is still from a deficit viewpoint that something is 
͚laĐkiŶg͛ ǁithiŶ the iŶdiǀidual ;‘aǇŶoƌ, ϮϬϬϳͿ.  The stƌeŶgths-based model, rooted in desistance 
research, is at odds with this way of working, as it suggests ǁoƌkiŶg to iŶdiǀiduals͛ stƌeŶgths as 
opposed to behaviour which needs to be avoided (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  Thus to fully 
encapsulate desistance in resettlement would require an overhaul of the traditional models which 
most resettlement projects work within.   
Due to the magnitude of change this would require, it is unlikely that well-established service-
providers will adopt a completely new way of working and, therefore we are left in a position where 
two opposing theoretical frameworks must be integrated; making step-change and retrofitting 
desistance into resettlement difficult. This tension is echoed in other areas of resettlement.  Earlier 
in this research ǁe touĐhed upoŶ the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s ƌeluĐtaŶĐe to fullǇ iŶǀest iŶ the ƌehaďilitatiǀe 
ideal and thus there is conflict in policy between a rehabilitative and punitive approach to reducing 
reoffending (Raynor, 2007).  There are a number of approaches present in resettlement which 
militate against one another: risk-based is at odds with rehabilitation-based, needs-based is at odds 
with strengths-based, evidence-based is at odds with desistance-based and yet we expect 
organisations to employ approaches that are not in accordance with each other.  For example, the 
probation service is expected to have a risk-based and rehabilitative approach to resettlement.      
Secondly, desistance may be difficult to apply due to its complexity.  We have seen in this research a 
lack of understanding of desistance on both an organisational and practitioner level.  We have also 
seen that, in some respects, policy which is informed by desistance does not fully comprehend the 
nature of desistance.  In brief, the complexity of desistance theories may hinder its use in practice as 
it may not be accessible in a clear way to either practitioners or policy-makers.  When we talk about 
desistance we are talking about personal change and any theory which attempts to explain personal 
change is subjective, individualistic and thus complicated (McNeill et.al, 2012).  We cannot expect 
practitioners to fully understand something which has not been fully explored and understood in 
theory and research.   
In addition, McNeill & Weaver (2010) explain that one of the problems with desistance research is 
that it is not readily translated into a straightforward model for practice.  Furthermore, some 
suggest that we should not look for a standard framework of desistance in resettlement as this 
would go agaiŶst the iŶdiǀidualistiĐ Ŷatuƌe of desistaŶĐe aŶd so ǁe should look foƌ a ͚spiŶe͛ of 
desistance in resettlement practice (McNeill & Weaver, 2010).  Having a non-standard form of 
practice will do little to alleviate confusion in explaining how desistance can be implemented.  As we 
have seen, there is confusion in practice despite publications (Clinks, 2013; NOMS, 2010) which aim 
to aid understanding of desistance in resettlement.   
The issues outlined above have implications for the structural frameworks which voluntary-sector 
organisations work within in terms of project aims, funding, resources and capacity, thus making this 
research more significant as these are issues faced by all voluntary-sector organisations.  Firstly, 
voluntary-sector organisations are steered by original funders, project aims and outputs measured 
for funders (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007).  In terms of desistance, the voluntary-sector system is 
flawed and has been criticised for measuring short-term outcomes and goals (see Hucklesby & 
Worrall, 2007).   
However, PbR tends to make organisations more short-termist, output or process driven and yet, 
the Government expects voluntary-sector providers to meet outcomes that demonstrate desistance 
which is at odds with any short-term approach, process, aims or outcomes.  In short, voluntary-
sector providers are unable to respond to this change unless the environmental structure is 
changed. Additionally, voluntary-seĐtoƌ pƌoǀideƌs͛ fleǆiďilitǇ ǁill ďe Đoŵpƌoŵised as, to aĐĐess aŶd 
maintain PbR contracts, voluntary-seĐtoƌ oƌgaŶisatioŶs ǁill ďe foƌĐed to ŵeet the GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s 
outcomes as opposed to their own (Hucklesby & Worrall, 2007). 
Also, the training required for practitioners has implications for funding.  McNeill et. al (2012) 
explain that to support desistance, those who work with ex-prisoners must be counsellors who can 
develop and deploy motivation, they must be educators who can develop and deploy human capital 
and they must be advocates who develop and deploy social capital.  This level of expertise would 
require training and training is expensive.  Thus, redirected funding for specific training programs 
would be required.  
Furthermore, due to the long-term nature of desistance, long-term support for ex-prisoners is 
required (McNeill et.al, 2012) yet voluntary-sector providers may not have the resources or the 
capacity to stay with ex-prisoners until the end of their desistance journeys.  This has further 
implications for measuring desistance.  Due to its complexity, desistance is difficult to measure and 
requires both empirical and theoretical measurements (McNeill et.al, 2012).  Not only would this 
require long-term support to actually measure desistance as mentioned above but, a combination of 
measurement methods could be too expensive for voluntary-sector providers to consider.  
Ultimately, the implementation of desistance would, therefore, require a change in both theoretical 
frameworks and structural ways of working and this would require the backing of organisational 
policy.  However, it is debatable whether organisational policy would fully back the implementation 
of desistance due to the magnitude of change it would require. 
Therefore, voluntary-sector providers are at a disadvantage before they have placed a bid on a 
Payment by Results contract. Statutory services may fair better at implementing desistance as they 
do not face the scale of problems or change that the voluntary-sector does.  Statutory services have 
steady funding which means practitioners are trained and thus have a better chance of 
understanding desistance and how to implement it effectively.  Furthermore, the theoretical 
framework of statutory services is more in accordance with desistance.  Statutory services already 
address some desistance-factors by addressing internal processes (Raynor, 2007) and therefore an 
overhaul of ways of working would not be required; making step-change easier.    
Consequently, voluntary-sector providers may be more likely to miss out on PbR contracts simply 
because they do not have the means to deliver the outcomes which the Government expects of 
them.  The Government must take into account these issues if, as they so often claim (Home Office, 
2003; MOJ, 2013), wish for the voluntary-sector to become major providers of resettlement services.  
Summary 
In summary, perhaps desistance theory is not practical or useful to voluntary-sector providers and 
this deduction is not solely applicable to the case study used for this research as the issues outlined 
above affect all providers within the voluntary sector. We have seen that the voluntary-sector may 
not have the means to respond to the changes which the Government expect of them due to issues 
surrounding, not only structural and environmental frameworks which voluntary sector providers 
work within, but also their theoretical framework which is at odds with any desistance way of 
working.  Thus, they may not be able to respond to the increasingly territorial environment of 
resettlement services.  This is particularly concerning given the current political climate of PbR 
schemes, Social Impact Bonds and the privatisation of resettlement services.  Therefore, in the next 
section we will explore desistance-focused recommendations for practice.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendations 
Despite the implications mentioned above, it would be unhelpful to focus on things which cannot be 
changed.  Thus, we must look past these implications to identify ways in which voluntary-sector 
providers can practically support desistance in a way which will alleviate structural and theoretical 
issues and to support the implementation of practices which will, at least, see desistance at the 
centre of resettlement work.    
Mentoring  
There are parts of RSE͛s eǆistiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ aĐĐoŵŵodate desistaŶĐe-focused work and 
thus allow, to some extent, a step-change.  The mentoring service the organisation offers could 
ensure that desistance is supported intrinsically within the organisation, as both human and social 
capital can be activated within the context of a relationship (Farrall, 2004).    
To do this the oƌgaŶisatioŶ ŵust see the ͚ƌelatioŶship͛ as the fuŶdaŵeŶtal ƌeasoŶ foƌ pƌoǀidiŶg 
mentors and not just for extra staff capacity.  However, this would mean desistance-focused training 
for volunteers aŶd aŶ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of ͚lookiŶg-glass͛ teĐhŶiƋues aŶd hoǁ theǇ ĐaŶ aĐtiǀate 
personal change.  For example, external motivational interviewing training and counselling training 
could be made mandatory for all volunteers and staff.  RSE͛s ĐuƌƌeŶt ŵaŶdatoƌǇ tƌaiŶiŶg is doŶe 
internally and therefore if one member of staff had an appreciative knowledge of desistance they 
would be able to explain the importance aŶd uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of desistaŶĐe to ͚ǁould-ďe͛ ŵeŶtoƌs.   
To have all volunteers trained at a desistance-focused level would mean that the organisation would 
have to choose the quality over the quantity of staff and volunteers as it would be too expensive to 
train volunteers in this way only for them to leave a few months later.  This could be alleviated 
slightly by having tiers of volunteers.  Established and experienced volunteers (who have proven 
their commitment to the project) could become desistance mentors and thus be provided with the 
training which this requires.  Volunteers recruited, who have limited time but can provide extra staff 
ĐapaĐitǇ, Đould ďe ͚suppoƌt͛ ǀoluŶteeƌs ǁho ǁoƌk ǁith desistaŶĐe ŵeŶtoƌs aŶd staff to pƌoǀide eǆtƌa 
support for service-users.  It would be naïve to assume that all service-users who engage in support 
want to ĐhaŶge aŶd theƌefoƌe, ͚suppoƌt͛ ǀoluŶteeƌs Đould also ǁoƌk solelǇ ǁith seƌǀiĐe-users who 
need immediate advice and support for welfare interventions.  Many voluntary-sector organisations 
adopt mentoring systems and this way of working could be utilised on a generalizable scale to 
support desistance in practice.      
Improved Utilisation of the Assessment Tool, Action Plan and Database 
If there is no desistance-focus in the assessment of service-users there will be no desistance-focus in 
the support they receive.  Therefore, the assessment tool must be utilised to address both 
immediate needs and desistance readiness to ensure that desistance is incorporated from the start 
of support.  RSE can do this through better use of their assessment tool.  Firstly, assessments should 
be concerned with exploring motivations for change and how the service can support these as well 
as assessing immediate priority interventions.  This means the assessment tool must be evenly used. 
Secondly, ATB must be fully addressed and this could be done by not treating ATB the same as the 
other interventions by making it central to assessments and support.  RSE may not have the 
resources to address ATB intrinsically, although an element of restorative justice and mediation 
schemes could be something to think about in the future.  Thus, emphasis must be placed on 
addressing service-user ATB externally via other agencies.  Therefore, assessments should seek to 
find out where, on the spectrum, service-users are in terms of addressing ATB and, if a service-user 
is subject to probation, liaising with their probation-officer could facilitate this as it is traditionally 
probation which provides these types of courses.  In the event that a service-user is not subject to 
probation or, ATB is not being addressed by probation, then the organisation should refer to third 
party organisations. 
To pƌeǀeŶt ĐoŶfusioŶ, ‘“E Đould ƌeŶaŵe a ͚seĐtioŶ͛ of theiƌ assessŵeŶt as ͚peƌsoŶal ĐhaŶge͛.  TheǇ 
could even make it central to the assessŵeŶt.  ͚PeƌsoŶal Đhange͛ Đould eŶĐoŵpass seƌǀiĐe-user 
reasons and motivations for change as well as how their attitudes, thinking and behaviours will be 
addressed.  In the event that mentors are desistance-trained, then ATB could be addressed 
intrinsically through them.  However, there should still be a discussion based around accessing 
cognitive skills workshops and/or restorative justice and mediation schemes.  
Also, the organisation should be more focused towards the family and relationships intervention for 
those who see their family as significant.  This could be done by actively encouraging service-useƌs͛ 
families to be involved in the service-useƌ͛s resettlement.  Practitioners could routinely invite family 
members to attend appointments with service-users, and practitioners could be encouraged to have 
direct contact with service-useƌs͛ faŵilies aŶd liaisiŶg ǁith theŵ as ƌoutiŶe pƌaĐtiĐe.  Also, 
reconciliation between families can be supported by practitioners acting as an advocate for the 
service-user.  Furthermore, for those who wish to reconcile with families, parenting-courses or 
referring service-users to third party organisations which can assist with building positive 
relationships could be an option.   
Staff-members and volunteers would need an understanding of desistance to appreciate the place of 
personal change in resettlement and, therefore desistance-focused training on how to assess 
service-users would be required.  This is not solely for the benefit of staff and volunteers but so 
service-users can be supported to understand personal change.  Weaver & McNeill (2007) explain 
that service-users are unlikely to recognise their reasons for change as reasons for change and 
service-users must be supported and encouraged to see them as such.  Thus, not only must 
practitioners be able to understand desistance to support desistance, but also so that service-users 
can support their own desistance.   
Also, the action-plan could be used to support understanding and to keep a desistance-focus.  An 
altered action plan which sees long-teƌŵ futuƌe goals oƌ a ͚dƌeaŵ͛ at the ĐeŶtƌe of the aĐtioŶ-plan 
can aid both practitioners and service-users to see a bigger picture in which short-term goals and 
interventions fit.  Therefore, emphasis is placed on how smaller short-term goals can lead service-
users to their ultimate goal.  (Identifying long-term goals and reasons for change can also be 
supported by focus groups as mentioned below). 
To work in tandem with assessments, the database could be altered to ensure that practitioners 
remain desistance-focused in their work.  Staff and volunteers are prompted to update service-user 
information and record notes on every meeting with a service-user.  They are also required to input 
information from the assessment onto the database.  A new section, whereby practitioners input the 
factors which service-users have identified as important for them to change, could be added to the 
database making it an integral aspect of support.  Therefore, the assessment, database and action 
plan would support a service which addresses both environmental and internal factors with a view 
towards the service-user achieving personal change.   
Focus Groups 
Service-user focus groups could be run once a week where service-users are able to meet and share 
their experiences about resettlement and giving up crime. Led by a staff-member and by using 
methods similar to AA, focus groups would provide a way for service-users to tell their own stories 
and make sense of how they came to be in the position they are in today and thus support the 
creation of a desistance narrative (Maruna, 2001).  This would also help service-users (and therefore, 
the organisation) identify what is meaningful to service-users as well as enabling service-users to 
make long-teƌŵ goals oƌ ͚dƌeaŵs͛ ;Maƌuna, 2001).   
 
 
Measuring Desistance 
Despite debate about whether we are aiming at the right target by using reducing-reoffending as a 
measurement, this is what must be done in order for projects to be paid through PbR (McNeill et al, 
2012; MOJ, 2013). To help organisations measure desistance we could look to a range of techniques, 
which, when put together may provide an indicator as to whether someone is desisting or has 
desisted.   
1. Measuring social correlates of desistance- Measuring social-correlates of desistance can 
pƌoǀide a pieĐe iŶ the ͚desistaŶĐe ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt͛ puzzle.  ‘“E already do this by recording 
the obtainment of environmental objectives.  We must remember that social-correlates are 
still apart of desistance and thus should still be measured as short-term outputs. 
2. Recording consistent active engagement – how long a service-user has been engaged with 
support could evidence their commitment to a crime-free life.  For example, those who have 
been engaged with the project over six months or twelve months are likely to be on the 
desistance journey.  Also, frequency of relapses in action and behaviour could be recorded, 
as well as how many service-users still engage with the project after relapses.  
3.  Service User Questionnaires- Questionnaires could be given to service-users to assess 
changes in attitudes and self-perception.  This could allow the organisation to present data 
which shows a gradual shift in service-useƌs͛ attitudes aŶd thiŶkiŶg toǁaƌds positiǀe ĐhaŶge.   
4. Imprisonment rates- Imprisonment rates could be used to compliment the above measures 
but they must be seen as just that and not seen as a measurement of reducing reoffending 
or reconviction in their own right.  Also, if the organisation is able to access data on wider 
convictions i.e. community orders etc., these could be used to measure reconviction.   
Therefore, providing four sets of measurements would provide a holistic indicator as to whether 
service-users are desisting.  The trouble with desistance is that it is difficult to establish whether 
someone has truly desisted (Maruna, 1999).  Perhaps then, organisations should aim to record 
whether someone is likely to be desisting as opposed to whether they have actually desisted. 
Summary 
In summary, while a desistance way of working is difficult to implement in the voluntary sector, 
making existing practices desistance-focused could aid this process.  However, these 
recommendations are not immune to the issues outlined in the previous section.  In order to 
implement and maintain these recommendations changes in funding, capacity and ways of working 
would still be required, however minimal. In the following section, the limitations of this study, the 
fieldwork process and the research experience of the researcher will be discussed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reflections on Fieldwork 
It was originally planned that this research would be approached from a service-user perspective to 
explore whether identity change could be regarded as an overarching framework for resettlement 
and desistance work.  This could not be done due to low participant response rates.  Despite the use 
of incentives, there was a low-response rate from all staff, volunteers and service-users and a 
detailed insight into service-user experiences of resettlement was not possible due to only two 
service-users participating.  Also, only three out of six paid staff-members participated and only two 
out of a possible twenty-three volunteers.  Due to the low-sample, the researcher took due concern 
to not over-interpret the data through a process of reading and re-reading transcripts, looking back 
through the data and rooting the findings in the data.  
However, because of the low-sample the representativeness of the data was compromised and 
avenues of exploration which were originally planned could not be analysed.  For this reason, the 
data was approached from an organisational perspective.  Approaching the data in this way means 
the findings are generalised and issues were able to be explored which are applicable to the 
voluntary-sector as a whole.  Also, by heavily exploring the relationship between resettlement 
practice and desistance, the current political-context of resettlement and changes in policy could be 
discussed, which makes this research timely.  Therefore, this research could provide a foundation for 
future research into how, or if, desistance is implemented and utilised effectively in resettlement 
practice.   
Fieldwork Experience 
The researcher had a unique position in this research as she had a dual status as both aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ 
aŶd aŶ ͚outsideƌ͛ ;“heƌif, ϮϬϬϭͿ.  “he had aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ status as she had ǁoƌked foƌ the ƌesettleŵeŶt 
pƌojeĐt aŶd Ǉet aŶ ͚outsideƌ͛ status as she ǁas theƌe to ĐoŶduĐt oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeseaƌĐh.  “heƌif ;ϮϬϬϭͿ 
describes the insider/outsider status as a negotiation of how the researcher perceives themselves 
and how others perceive them.  In terms of how the researcher perceived herself she found 
objectivity fairly easy and felt that the findings of the research were fair and balanced.  The majority 
of ƌeseaƌĐheƌs fiŶd that theiƌ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ status ĐaŶ ďe pƌoďleŵatiĐ ǁheŶ undertaking fieldwork 
(Chavez, 2008; Harris, 1997; Reeves, 2010; Reiner, 2000; Sherif, 2001).  However, the researcher 
fouŶd that ďeiŶg aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ was problematic during analysis.  Due to the researcher knowing about 
the project and their practices she automatically made linkages within the data.  Thus, the 
researcher had to be extra careful to root the findings in the data to ensure that her own knowledge 
aďout the pƌojeĐt did Ŷot ͚leak͛ iŶto the fiŶdiŶgs oƌ aŶalǇsis.   
 IŶ teƌŵs of hoǁ otheƌs peƌĐeiǀed heƌ, the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ felt that heƌ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ status ǁas ďoth a help 
aŶd hiŶdƌaŶĐe.  As aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛, the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ kŶeǁ the pƌiŵaƌǇ gatekeepeƌ of the project and due 
to the already established rapport, found that facilitating and negotiating access was fairly easy.  
Reeves (2010) similarly found that having a personal contact to the research site meant that 
negotiation of access was easier due to bypassing beauraucracies and formal meetings.   
Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ͚iŶsideƌ͛ status of the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ŵeaŶt that liŶes ǁeƌe ďluƌƌed foƌ seƌǀiĐe-users.  
Service-users were made aware on the information and contact sheet that the researcher had 
worked as a resettlement worker (mainly in the hopes of encouraging participation).  They were also 
notified that the researcher was no longer a resettlement worker and was conducting research.  
However, a service-user who participated in the research contacted the researcher numerous times, 
on the contact mobile phone number, regarding issues of support and getting in touch with their 
own resettlement workers. 
In terms of how the organisation perceived the researcher, the researcher entered this process as an 
͚iŶsideƌ͛ aŶd a foƌmer employee.  However, as the researcher increasingly became perceived as an 
͚outsideƌ͛, teŶsioŶs ďeĐaŵe appaƌeŶt.  The pƌojeĐt ǁas Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ suspiĐious of the ƌeseaƌĐh ďut 
they were wary about how the findings would be presented.  The researcher was emailed 
throughout and after data-collection asking for clues as to how the findings would be presented.  
This made the researcher feel uncomfortable as, while she felt an obvious attachment to her former 
employers, she did not, at the time, feel able to explain the findings in a way which did not portray 
the service in a negative light.       
There were also some constraints and barriers to access during the fieldwork.  The researcher was 
asked to be conscious of the projects time and resources which would be taken up by the research – 
understandable given the voluntary nature of the project.  However, formal gatekeepers insisted 
that the interviews were kept to a maximum of 30 minutes (although on one occasion, the interview 
went slightly over due to not realising the progression of time).  This often meant that the 
researcher could not explore participant responses as the interview schedule had to be rigidly stuck 
to in order to collect the primary data.  Also, the room which the project offered for interviews was 
primarily for the use of service-user and staff appointments.  Therefore, the room was rarely 
available for a substantial period of time and, on occasion, interviews had to be adjourned so the 
room could be used.   
In short, the researcher felt, to aŶ eǆteŶt, ĐoŶstƌaiŶed aŶd due to the iŶsisteŶĐe of ͚keepiŶg thiŶgs 
ƋuiĐk͛ ďǇ gatekeepeƌs, the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ofteŶ felt ͚iŶ the ǁaǇ͛.  The iŶteŶtioŶ of the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ;oŶĐe 
the low service-user sample size became apparent) was to dismiss the criterion sample and widen 
the sample pool with the intention of reaching out to a second sample of service-users.  However, 
the feeliŶg of ďeiŶg ͚iŶ the ǁaǇ͛ ǁas oŶe of the ƌeasoŶs ǁhǇ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ did Ŷot puƌsue this iŶ 
order to maintain access and good rapport with organisational gatekeepers.  Another reason the 
second sample was not pursued was for reasons of time.  
Overall, the researcher felt that while there were constraints on the research and, on occasion, 
tensions surrounding maintaining access, the research experience had been a positive one which 
provided the researcher valuable experience for future research.  Also, the issues mentioned above 
suƌƌouŶdiŶg adǀaŶtages aŶd disadǀaŶtages of aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛/͛outsideƌ͛ status usuallǇ oĐĐuƌ iŶ 
ethnographic fieldwork and studies (Chavez, 2008; Reeves, 2010).  However, as demonstrated here, 
these issues are also present in non-ethnographic studies and in any type of research which involves 
the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ďeiŶg iŶ a settiŶg ǁheƌe theǇ aƌe peƌĐeiǀed as ďoth aŶ ͚iŶsideƌ͛ aŶd aŶ ͚outsideƌ͛.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusions 
In conclusion, voluntary-sector practice did not accord with desistance research.  That is not to say 
that RSE is a failing service in relation to the service which it provides for its service-users and this 
research has not been concerned with criticising or evaluating the overall effectiveness of the 
project.  However, the service which they provide is not in accordance with desistance research. 
While the organisation had some desistance-based practices in place they were not utilised to 
support desistance and, due to having practices in place which could support desistance, it would 
seem that the organisation acquired a confused identity.  Also, the organisation did not measure 
desistance or reducing reoffending.  Ultimately, the organisation did not support desistance as staff 
and volunteers were not trained to do so.  This resulted in a lack of understanding of desistance in 
resettlement work on both an organisational and practitioner level, which could be either a 
consequence of, or made worse by, the model which it works within which does not recognise or 
appreciate a multi-causal explanation of offending or personal change (Maguire & Raynor, 2006; 
Maruna & LeBel, 2002).  Thus, if desistance is not recognised or understood at an organisational 
level it will not filter down into practitioner training and practice.  
However, there are major difficulties for the voluntary-sector in implementing desistance.  These 
difficulties revolve around the voluntary-sectors theoretical and structural frameworks which do not 
support the implementation of desistance.  Also, official discourse and action has to share some 
portion of responsibility in recognising that their frameworks of PbR and measuring desistance 
outcomes do not appreciate the nature of desistance.  Thus, they must recognise that their 
expectations of voluntary-sector providers in terms of delivering desistance outcomes make it 
difficult for voluntary-sector providers to respond to the change which this requires.  These 
difficulties and the implications of them in the current political context of resettlement should be a 
topic for further research.        
Despite the implications, retrofitting desistance and supporting desistance on an organisational level 
is difficult but not impossible.  Thus, efforts must be made to identify methods for the voluntary-
sector to support the implementation of desistance in ways which are practical and achievable.  This 
should also be an area for further research as we have only briefly touched upon a few ways of doing 
this. 
Voluntary-sector providers can, of course, opt out of PbR schemes.  However, it is then unlikely that 
they will be able to compete with services which encourage desistance through resettlement.  If 
they opt in, then they will be forced to meet expected Government outcomes and come to terms 
with the issues we have touched upon in this research.  Therefore, voluntary-sector providers are at 
a crossroads as to whether they will or can realistically become contenders in an increasingly 
competitive environment.   
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